
PMT G. COWMS

G.1 -ODUC~ON

As a result of the public comment period, over 1,100 separate comments on the Draft EMS were

received. These comments were grouped by cornmenter and numbered in the order received. They are

presented in tiIs section in their entirety. For the reader’s ease in locating individud comments, Table

G-1 presents a list of cementers by Set Number, and Table G-2 is an dphabeticd list of commenters,

cross-referenced to set numbers. Table G-1 lists the name of the commenter (or commenting group) and

identifies the set number in which the comments are found. This index of commenters is presented with

the following group designations preceding the comment set number:

● GP Comment Sets from the General Public
● OC Comment Sets horn Organimtions and Cittien Groups
● EO Comment Sets from Elected Officials
● PA Comment Sets from Public Agencim
● T Comment Sets from Wblic Hearing Transcripts

TA Transcript Mturas

TS Transcript Susanville

TL Transcript Loyrdton

TR Transcript Reno
● A Comments from Sierra Pacific Power Company (Applicant)

The reader will note that four commenter listings are actually transcripts of the public hearings in Alturas,

Susanville, Loydton, and Reno. To further assist the reader in locating comments made during the

hearings, a list of individurd commenters at the hearings is presented as the first item in the transcript for

each hearing. Use this list to locate individud comments within the transcript. Page number references

on tils list to refer to the tramctiptpage which appears in the upper right corner. Do not confuse this

page number with the docmentpage number which appears at the bottom-center position on each page.
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PMT G. COWNTS

Table G1 M- Tr-sion Lhe Draft EMS LM of Commters

.:-..c~t@{,:,: $:: :, ,:co~~~$, :
“. ..,:: ”;;.:::’ ‘j:”’:;i,,:;’’’’~,::”,,::”,,..,,.,. ., ::,;.:: . :. .: ‘ NO*of

~~t:: .“ ::: ‘:.::..,,;;:::,:: :;::::. “ “: - ..:, :“ : ., ~~ Comments
,. .:’:’ .. .. . ,.,,,, .. :.:.::::.,:: ,.. ,.Gm~@bfiC (GP).: . :: :. ::., .. .. ::..:;.:.::.: :...... .... .:. ..

GP.1 ““ ““””Paul He= 5

GP.2 James C. Hetherwick 2

GP.3 LaVeme and Robert McDonneU 1

GP.4 BarbaraWflfiams 1

GP.5 Fred and Vivian Urbanek 1

GP.6 PatriciaWilliams 1

GP.7 Terry A. Trumbdl 1

GP.8 fifie and Mary Brown 6

GP.9 Mr. Armstrong 1

GP.1O PatriciaCantil 1

GP.11 John P. Clark 1

GP.12 Louis H. Prusinovski 2

GP.13 Marie Roberts 2

GP.14 bri Burke 73

GP.15 PatriciaM. Wade 1

GP.16 KennethG. Lynn 1

GP.17 WilliamL. D’Olier 3

GP.18 tii A. tiara 7

GP.19 SusanM. Gross and Peter A. ~tanovk 6

GP.20 D. E. Stti 8

GP.21 John P. Springgate 5

GP.22 GeorgeHerman 1

GP.23 ~omas G. Parnow . 10

GP.24 John R. Tvrdevich 1

GP.25 CharltonRay and SydneyA. Embry 3

GP.26 KatherineM. Kershaw 1

GP.27 CharlesHooper 1

GP.28 W. Scott and DeniseA. Srniley 1

GP.29 MichaelW. Hutnick 2

GP.30 TamiaMarg 1

GP.31 Ed Anderson 1

GP.32 LesleyChace 1

GP.33 Gary A. and tils I. Smyres 2

GP.34 Jeff Carlton 1

GP.35 Sharon Earle 1

GP.36 Dde Provost 1

GP.37 Robert L. Hess 1

GP.38 Ellen and Roger Erickson 1

GP.39 Robert C. Ryan 1
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L
Commml

Set

GP.40

,.. . . . .. . . . . ,. Commmq ~. “;: :,. :::. :“”“ ;.. { “: . :...: ‘, .:. ‘“:’:;. . . . . . . . . . .-, ,-.: .:. ”:”..:. :“-:--- :. :..”.. ..’ . .....- ...’.::..., .,: .:... .. . .. . ::: ..: . . .. . . . .. . . ... . . . .. -:..:.... ... :.:.: :..; .. :; .. ;:.... . . . . . .

WflliamC. Thornton I 1
I I

GP.41 I ThomasF. Krauel 34

GP.42 BrandonGentry 1

GP.43 Judy and Stephen~eemis 1

GP.44 Shirleyand Carl Bach 1

GP.45 RichardW. Hewitt 1

GP.46 HarrisonBar&on ‘ 2

GP.47 k NeflsonMcMtien 1

GP.48 MargueritePerez 2

GP.49 Kelle S. Ray 1

GP.50 Bdly md MarleneRoberts 1

GP.51 Dave Stampmoni 4

GP.52 Elmer R. Rusm 4

GP.53 Carole L. Bohn 2

GP.54 Beverlyand Edward Eastwood 1
1

GP.55 Edward Gufimo 1

GP.56 Doreen Omer 1

GP.57 httie Main 1.-

GP.58 DouglasNewman 1

GP.59 KimberlyWirshing 3

GP.60 Terry Kirby 1

GP.61 Ann B. Marh 1
I

GP.62 I Vicent Mmger I 1

GP.63

GP.64

GP.65

GP.66

GP.67

GP.68

GP.69

Larry D. S&er
,

3

RebeccaM. Zatarain 3

Kathy Dunn 1

BettySchumacher 1

La VelleBrogan 1

John tiy 1

MichaelFletcher and Howard Hansen 1

GP.70 WIltiam,S. Bogle 1

GP.71 StephenG. Leonard 1
I

GP.72 I MaureenOpperman I 1
I

GP.73 I MariamD. hg I 1
I

GP.74 I Tara A. and George S. Bay I 1
I

GP.75 I Ron and Debi Christenhusz I 1
I

GP.76 I Don, Joy, and Jay Anhold I 7

GP.77 Camp Ftily 1

GP.78 SeverinBdda and Maria Marsano-Bdda 1

GP.79 Paul N. and Dorothy O. Reifschneider 1

GP.80 PamelaRobert 2
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c~rn~~~ ,:,,;; :,;.:. “: ,“ :: ‘: ‘..’; ~~~““::;::jcornrnwtq; ; .: .’ No. of
~e~ :,:, :::., :. ~ ,..:::. ;; :,: ,“?::”:::: “: ,“”. . .:,, CommcnK

GP.81 Doug Gooddl 1

GP.82 Susan Mc Clain 1

GP.83 Doug Hanunerson 1

GP.84 Simons FWy 1

GP.85 Jack and JenniferRhodes 1

GP.86 Robert E. Winchell 1

GP.87 Jesse A. and DoloresJ. Castro 1

GP.88 Romdd and RosemarieBejcek 1

GP.89 Wes and MoniqueHerbst 1

GP.90 Richard Cook 1

GP.91 Roy Bogart 1

GP.92 Ken Bogart 1

GP.93 Robert and CaroleHe& 1

GP.94 Flavia S. Poole 1

GP.95 Sh- L. Britton 1

GP.96 Cathy S. Endo 1

GP.97 Ruth H. Hart 1

GP.98 Larry and Katiy Brown 1

GP.99 Tom and Lynda Grimme 1

GP.100 Dolores Ray 4

GP.101 Francis Ballard 1

GP.102 Thomas R. Anderson 2

GP.103 Mr. and Mrs. C. Wflson \ 1

GP.104 Jerome Bycmk 6

GP.105 Craig MWer 5

GP.106 JarnieErkiaga 1

GP.107 Carolyn bngland 1

GP.108 WflliamS. hngland 2

GP.109 Mary Toleno 15

GP.110 Mice N. Tti 6

GP.111 Terry Click 1

GP.112 John Lundemo 1

GP.113 Mary R. Herman 1

GP.114 Elsie and StevePimko 2

GP.115 Jenny Booth 1

GP.116 Mary Wion 1

GP.117 Mward A. and KatherineM. Campbell 4

GP.118 Mike and Mindy Bell 1

GP.119 Robert E. Tucker 2

GP.120 Brenda Cristi 7

GP.121 Cari hckett 2
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‘:Comm.~tm:.~~~.:..;:.. {: :1 ‘.:.2!;? ““; ‘.comm~t :’.. : .::. “:. ;:. ... . ..;: .: .:: .- ..;..{: ,,:: :.;’:
Set

:..:..-.::.,........?. ,. .;.. .. -.:.:“.: .:: .:.:,.. ..: ... : .:::: “: ,,,.,.... .. .... . ... ... . .... ..:. -.. .,., . .. . ... ..:-. :,.’. :. ....
GP.122 Elvira Picotte 2

GP.123 June Roberts 1

GP.124 CarolynKelley 1

GP.125 Rebaa Hayhurst 1

GP.126 Mike md CathyBaldwin 1

GP.127 Steve tiastuey 3

GP.128 StephenS. Thomas 2

GP.129 Joshua (lastnameillegible) 1

GP.130 Jolene Cddwell 1

GP.131 Ken and NormaFrtii 1

GP.132 Rick Delmas 7

GP.133 ~dney Smith 1

GP.134 Peggy Lear Bowen 2

GP.135 R. Mark Armstrong~ Engineers) 43

GP.136 Vicki L. Hughes 1

GP.137 MichaelE. Dunn 1

GP.138 Gary and Junw Feero 7

GP.139 Eric Rove 1

GP.140 Karl Blahm 3

GP.141 John Wfifiams 18

GP.142 Nick rmdViginia Chorak 2

GP.143 NancyA. Ftiey 3

GP.144 Frank E. B~ 5

GP.145 WilfiarnP. Moyer 3

GP.146 Ken Bechtol 3

GP.147 Sheryland Jefiey Brown 1

GP.148 k Roger Anderson 21
:..,. .. ... . . ... ,’: ‘“;.;.O~@tioW ~d.~~:”~royp$;(~~.:”:i~,, ‘:.:.:.;:<.:.“:’;:;::’,“:;.~~‘;.!’:. “.~~,.. ,.,.

Oc.1 NeighborsOpposingPower Encroachment&. O.P;E., ‘Gordori‘andMary~inDick) 2

OC.2 N.O.P.E. (MariaR. Canti) 6

OC.3 ComstockArabianAssociation@ob Rwey) 1

OC.4 NevadaAl StateTti Riders Wichaele Tnstrarn) 1

OC.5 Residen&of AndersonAcre 1

OC.6 Residentsof Hotin Hflls 1

OC.7 ResidentsalongAtemate Route WCFG 2

OC.8 LassenSportsmenClub (John R. Gaither) 1

OC.9 ~ng Valleyareaproperty owners (JohnR. Gaither) 2

Oc. 10 N.O.P.E. (Don Prather) 2

Oc.11 N.O.P.E. (Jmes J. Brown) 5

Oc. 12 N.O.P.E. (SharonJ. Brown) 3

OC.13 Friends of Peavine,kc. @k OdencranE) 6
\
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‘+””:~omm~t~ : “, . ,, :- No.ofcomm~t ::. :’, “::.:”..,’;::’::::.”.:.:. .: .,.:.. .. . .
,, : ~~t” ~~~:“.“. . “.”:.;;:::{.,,:,,:,”::;:(. ,::: .:: . . : :. .: :‘.. ” Comments.,.,,
Oc.14 SecretValleyRmch prope~ owners 2

OC.15 Form letter from residentsof Reno 1

OC.16 Form letter opposing insttiation of substationand powerlinein Long Valley 1

OC.17 Ho&on Htils Geneti hprovement District (Cari hckett) 13

OC.18 N.O.P.E. 1

OC.19 Cittins for Preservationof hng Valley (Janetand Jerry Zebrack) 3

OC.20 Form letter regardingrmreationd use of SierraCountyRoad 570 (Jan Loverin) 1

OC.21 Boy Scoutsof America,NevadaAr= Councfl(SamuelThompson) 1

OC.22 U.S. Hang GlidingAssociation,kc. (Ptifip H. Bachrnan) 1

OC.23 Form letter from recreationrdusers of 3
ToiyabeNationalForest and Dog Vrdley

OC.24 Form letter regardingBLM ParcelNumber 02149042 1

OC.25 Petitionto Deny accessto SierraPacificPower Lm= on PeavineRanch 1

OC.26 Cittin Mert ~. b Dwey) 5

OC.27 Idaho Power Company(Jan Packwood) 3

OC.28 Cittins for Preservationof hng Valley (Jan and Jim Loverin) 40

OC.29 CaliforniaNativePlant Society@onrddBurk) 8

OC.30 Sierra Club (Mlan Eberhart) 11

OC.31 GreenGdch Ranch (~ornas W. Birmingham) 10

OC.32 Residentsof Bordertown(StevenF. Bus) 25

OC.33 sports Hut 1

OC.34 Petitionfrom Save Long ValleyCodltion 1
:, .. : ::............. : ... :...:. : ..:.:,...,.. ”::. : .EI*d Offici@ @O) ;.. ::.,,,:.,,,.. .... :...:: ,,. .

Eo. 1 U.S. CongressrneriWdlyHerger and John Dolitie I 1
,.. ... .. ....., . :.fibtic. ~ge~ciq &A). . :< -. :,- . . . . . . .. ..

PA.1 U.S. Departmentof“Agricd”~re,NaturrdResourcesConservationSemite 1

PA.2 Countyof Modoc, Road Departmentand PubficWorks Department 5

PA.3 Stateof Crdifornia,Depwent of Transportation 2

PA.4 Stateof Crdifomia,Envirom~nM ProtectionAgency, 5
~onti Region Water Qudlty Control Board

PA.5 SierraCounty, Departmentof Planningand Bufldingkpection 15

PA.6 City of Sparks, Planning Department 3

PA.7 U.S. Departmentof Agricdture, Forest Service,Modoc NationalForest 25

PA.i County of hsen, Board of Supemisors 15

PA.9 WashoeCounty, Departmentof ComprehensivePlanning 5

PA. 10 Stateof Nevada, Commissionon EconomicDevelopment 1

PA.11 Stateof Nevada, Departmentof Transposition 3

PA. 12 Stateof Nevada, Divisionof WaterResources 1

PA.13 U.S. Departmentof the kterior, Fish and WdWlfeSemite 14

PA.14 U.S. Environment ProtectionAgency, RegionH 11

PA.15 WashoeCounty SchoolDistrict 1

PA.16 Modoc County Pltig Department 19
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~ommm~ ‘. , : “.;;:jj.:.;.:. : “.! ;comy.~’: ~ .;”: ..: ;:; “’:;. .:;::::< :.
Set .,;. ..” .....,.:.:.. ,-: . . . ... .. ... ..... . .. ........ . -. ,..:.: .: .....: ..,. . ... ...... .“,:.::.:. . . ...:..: .. .-,.,........ : .: ...,:..

PA,17 U.S. Departmentof Energy, BonnevNePowerAdministration 35

PA.18 Departmentof the Army, Sierra Army Depot 1

PA.19 WashoeCounty, Departmentof Parh and Recreation 1

PA.20 U.S. De artmentof Agrictiture, Forest Service,
i

20
Humbol t-ToiyabeNatlon~ Forests

PA.21 CaliforniaEnergy Commission ~6

PA.22 Wmhoe County Commission 8

PA.23 CrdiforniaDepartmentof Fish and Game 119
,,, ,’ ,. ... . . ‘:;::~b~c;H&ng ~~@pk:”~* “ :: ;j~j .“ ;,: ~ ;.~~~:. j ; ;: “ ~:::..”::~:.,... .:. . ... .

TA Mturas Public Hag &A=TAcnpt Mti)ll se;’ ‘: 49

TS SusanvfllePublic Hearing @S= TranscriptWanvflle)30 sets 30

TL bydton Public Hearing w= Transcnpthydton) 8 sets 20

TR Reno Public H-g @= TranscriptReno)24sets 65
.,. . ............ .. -: :. .App~at, (A) .,~ .:.:.’ i; ;:;. “:: ;. ~~.,.::.:.T:::;;‘:; “ “;. ~,:!..: ., :.:.....?..:..-. .... .,

A.1 Sierra PacificPowerCornpky 180

A.2 Sierra PacificPower Compay (Amendedletter) 1

TOT& MER OF COWNTS 1291

* Each spe&er has been given a set number. Pleasesee the index at the front of eachtranscript for namesof ,
spe~ers and set numbers.
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G2 Mphabetid Lkt of Cornrnentem

,,. . .: :.. : Co~enter. ~:;,:.;.:..: . .. .. : Comment. .. .. .. .. ... . . .. ,.’.
,, .. .’..,:”;,.:. ‘;...” “’ ,. Set... . . .. ‘.. .... ,,.

~.“.qgq:fibvc (G?) : :.
,: . .. .. .. .

Joshua (lastname fllegible) GP.129
Allara, tii A. GP.18
Aastuey, Steve GP.127
Anderson, Lee Roger GP.148
Anderson, Thomas R. GP.102
Anderson , Ed GP.31
Anhold, Don, Joy, & Jay GP.76
Armstrong, Mr. GP.9
Armstrong, R. Mark GP.135
Backman,Shirley& Carl GP.44
B~da, Severin& Maria GP.78
Baldwin, Mike & Cathy GP.126

Ballard, Fracis GP.101
BardSon,Harrison GP.46
Bay, Tara A. & Gmrge S. GP.74
Beehtol, Ken GP.146

Bejcek, Ronald& Rosetie GP.88
Bell, Mike & Mindy GP.118

Blahm, Karl GP.140

Bogart, Roy GP.91
Bogart, Ken GP.92

Bogle, WflliamS. GP.70
Bohn, Carole L. GP.53

Booth, Jenny GP.115

Bowen, Peggy Lear GP.134
Braze, Frank E. GP.144

Britton, Shaa L. GP.95
Brogan, La Velle GP.67

Brown, Larry & Kathy GP.98
Brown, Sheryl & Jefiey GP.147

Brown, Earlie & Mary GP.8

Burke, Lori GP.14

Byczek, Jerome GP.104

Cddwell, Jolene GP.130

Camp, Frunily GP.77

Campbell, Edward A. & KatherineM. GP.117

Cantrrdl,Patricia GP.1O

Carlton, Jeff GP.34

Castro, Jesse A. & DoloresJ. GP.87

Chace, Lesley GP.32

Chorak, Nick& Virginia GP.142
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7ommentcO*enter .:-’ : :::jj ;;. .: .: .’;:’,:~...
..:::. get ‘“’,..

Christenhusz,Ron& Debi GP.75

Clark, John P. GP.11

Click, Terry GP.111

Cook, Richard GP.90

Cristi, Brenda GP.120

Cutanovk,Peter A. GP.19

D’Olier, WilfiamL. GP.17

De-, Rick GP.132

Dunn, Kathy GP.65

Dunn, MichaelE. GP.137

Earle, Sharon GP.35

Eastwood,Beverly& Edward GP.54

Embry, Sydney A. GP.25

Endo, Catiy S. GP.96

Erickson, Ellen & Roger GP.38

Erkiaga,Jamie GP.106

Feero, Gary & Junee GP.138

Ftiey, Nancy A. GP.143

Fletcher,Michael GP.69

Fr*in, Ken& Norma GP.131

Gentry, Brandon GP.42

Gooddl, Doug GP.81

Grimme,Tom& Lyndra GP.99

Gross, Susan M. GP.19

Guiliano,Mward GP.55

Harnmerson,Doug GP.83

Hansen, Howard GP.69

Hart, Ruth H. GP.97

Hayhurst, Rebecca GP.125

Heinz, Robert & Carole GP.93

Herbst, Wes & Monique GP.89

Herman; Paul GP.1

Herman, Mary R. GP.113

Herman, Gmrge GP.22

Hess, Robert L. GP.37

Hetherwick,James C. GP.2

Hewitt, Richard W. GP.45

Hooper, Charles GP.27

Hughes, Vicki L. GP.136

Hutnick, MichaelW. GP.29

Kelley, Carolyn , GP.124

Kershaw,KatherineM. GP.26

Kirby, Terry GP.60

Krauel, Thomas F. GP.41
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:z::Commenter. ..... ..:.,;.’, : ~~ . . Comment.: ...:. ..:. .’.’:’:” .. . . .:.... .. . .. ;:. ... .. . Set. . ... . . . . ,,:.

Mg, MariarnD. GP.73

Leonard, StephenG. GP.71

Lockett, Cari GP.121

bngland, WilliamS. GP.108

hngland, Carolyn GP.107
Lundemo, John GP.112

Lynn, KennethG. GP.16
Main, httie GP.57
Manger, Vincent GP.62

Marg, Tamia GP.30

Marks, Ann B. GP.61
McClain, Susm GP.82
McDonnell, LaVeme & Robert GP.3
McMullen, M Nefison GP.47
Miller, Craig GP.105

Moyer, WdliamP. GP.145
Newman, Dougl~s GP.58
Opperman, Maureen GP.72
Omer, Doreen GP.56

Pamow, Thomas G. GP.23
Perez, Marguerite GP.48
Picotte, Elvira GP.122
Pimko, Elsie& Steve GP.114
Poole, Flavia S. GP.94
Provost, Dde GP.36

Prusinovski, huis H. GP.12
Ray, Kelle S. GP.49
Ray, Charlton GP.25
Ray, Dolores GP.1OO
Ray, John GP.68
Reifschneider,Paul N. & Dorothy O. GP.79
Rhodes, Jack & Jennifer GP.85
Robert, Pamela GP.80

Roberts, Bflly& Marlene GP.50
Roberts, June GP.123
Roberts, Marie GP.13
Rove, Eric GP.139
Rusco, Elmer R. GP.52
Ryan , Robert C. GP.39
Schumacher,Bet~ GP.66
Scott, w. GP.28
Simons, Ftiy GP.84
Skinner, Larry D. GP.63

Smiley, Denise A. GP.28
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,::’ .:”: ..’ ~jCo~enter.: .; , .;.:.;: .:~ ‘ ,:;, .j:;;&+:;; j ::+::.:...$orn.rnegt;::j,,. , . .. ... ......., .::.....:.:. :.:.... ..:::‘.“..’:::.:..“ .:.:.::.:.....:.. : .:::::.:‘...::.. .. :...;,,.:.... . .. .. ..,, .: ...”..:. :...., :::,.-.:.:.,... ... . .. :.”.,set ,.:’,:, ...: “..
Smith, Sydney GP.133

Smyr~, Gary A. & tils I. GP.33

Springgate,John P. GP.21

Sti, D. E. GP.20

Stampanoti, Dave GP.51

Theemis, Judy & Stephen GP.43

Thomas , StephenS. GP.128

Thornton, WdfiarnC. GP.40

Toleno, Mq GP.109 .

Trail, Mlice N. GP.11O

Trurnbtil, Terry A. GP.7

Tucker, Robert E. GP.119

Tvrdevich, John R. GP.24

Urbanek, Fred& Vivian GP.5

Wade, PatriciaM. GP.15

Williams,Patricia GP.6

Wdliams, Barbara GP.4

Wtiliams,John GP.141

Wilson, Mr. & Mrs. C. GP.103

Winchell,Robert E. GP.86

Wion, Mary GP.116

Wmhmg, ~berley GP.59

Zatarain, Rebwa M. GP.64
,.. :,.” .“.:”. “org@titioti *a’Gttien Crtiups “{o”cl$”i.::i:{:‘:: “’::.‘:.::”.::.: ‘“?:j;”’”::. :.: : ...,- ..

Boy Scoutsof America,NevadaArea Councfi(Samuel~ompson) OC.21

CrdiforniaNative Plant Society(Dodd Burk) OC.29

Cittin Mert w. Lee D-y) OC.26

Cittins for Preservationof Long Vrdley(Jan and Jim bverin) OC.28

Cittins for Preservationof bng Valley(Jaet and Jerry Zebrack) OC.19
CornStockArabianAssociation@ob Ramsey) OC.3

Form letter from recreationalusers of ToiyabeNationalForest and Dog Vtiey OC.23

Form letter from r~idents of Reno OC.15

Form letteropposing instigation of substationand power~ie in Long Valley OC.16

Form letter regardingBLM PArceINumber02149042 OC.24

Form letter regardingrecreationrduse of Sierra CountyRoad 570 (Jan hverin) OC.20

Friends of Peavine, bc. @k OdencranE) OC.13

Grmn GulchRanch (ThomasW. Birmingham) OC.31

Hotion Hills Gened hprovement District(Cti Lockett) OC.17

Idaho Power Company(Jan Packwood) OC.27

hsen SportsmenClub (John R. Gaither) OC.8

hng Valleyarea prope~ owners (JohnR. Gaither) OC.9

N.O.P.E. OC.18

N.O.P.E. (Don Prather) Oc.lo

N.O.P.E. (JamesJ. Brown) Oc.11 .
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.: ..,.-..,. Commentedj.,. :: . “:.-~~ ., Comment.. ,. ‘.:.:..:.. ,, Set,.. ...’- ‘., .“. .“-”
N.O.P.E. (Maria R. Cantrdl) OC.2

N.O.P.E. (SharonJ. Brown) Oc. 12
Neighbors OpposingPower Encroachment(N.O.P.E., Gordonand Marylin Dick) Oc.1

Nevada Ml StateTr~ Riders (MichaeleTristram) OC.4
Petition from Save hng Vtiey Coalition OC.34
Petition to Deny a=s to SierraPacificPower Lineson PeavineRanch OC.25
Residentsalong Mternate Route WCFG OC.7
Residentsof AndersonAcres OC.5
R=idents of Bordertown(StevenF. Bus) OC.32
Residentsof Hotin Hfils OC.6
SecretVrdleyRanch Property Owners OC.14
Sierra Club (Alan Eberhart) OC.30

sports Hut OC.33
U.S. Hang Gliding Association,kc. (Phi~p H. Bachman) OC.22

.... . . . ::,:”” .“:..~ EI~jd:Officiak @OJ .’ :.: ,.

U.S. Congrasmen WrdlyHerger rmdJo~ Dolitie IEO.
,,,.. . . .. . .. . . .’ ,’.:.. ,..;...~Wtic Agenci@@A]:. . .. .. .... ... .

CaliforniaDepartmentof Fish and Game PA.23
CaliforniaEnergy Commission PA.21

City of Sparks, Planning Department PA.6

County of bsen, Bored of Supervisors PA.8
County of Modoc, Road Departmentand PubficWorksDepartment PA.2
Departmentof the Army, SierraArmy Depot PA.18
Modoc County Planning Department PA.16
Sierra CounW,Departmentof Planningand Bufidmgkpection PA.5
Stateof California, EnvironmentrdProtectionAgency,LahontanRegion Water Qtiity PA.4
Control Board
Stateof California, Departmentof Transportation PA.3
Stateof Nevada, Commissionon WonomicDevelopment PA.1O
Stateof Nevada, Departmentof Transportation PA.11
Stateof Nevada, Divisionof Water Resourms PA.12
U.S. Departmentof Agriculture,Forest Service,Humboldt-ToiyabeNationalForests PA.20
U.S. Departmentof Agricdture, NaturalResourws ConservationService PA.1
U.S. Departmentof Agriculture,Forest Service,ModocNationalForest PA.7

U.S. Departmentof Energy, BonnevillePower Administration PA.17
U.S. Departmentof the hterior, Fish and Wfldife Semite PA.13
U.S. Environment ProtectionAgency, Region U PA.14
Washoe County Commission PA.22
WashoeCounWSchool District PA.15
WashoeCounty, Departmentof ComprehensivePltig PA.9
WashoeCounty, Departmentof Parks ad Recreation PA.19
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,-::.ComrnenteF”.::: :: ; : : ; ;: ..: :<; :.<! ::$::::... ... Comment: :s
; ~~~ei:ji:~. ,’”

.... :.. ..
,,.

............ . .. ..... ..
,.

.:. ::: ;::”: hitig:H*”ng”T~~ctipts. ~~ ‘: ‘ ; .: .,.’ : : .:..: ::,,:., ::.:”:
,.

Mturas Public He*g” ‘“ “’ “’ ““” ‘“ TA=Trmcript
(Mturas)

hydton Public Hearing ~=Transcript
(byrdton)

Reno PublicHearing ~= Transcript
@eno)

SusanvillePublicHearing TS=Transcript
(Susanville)

Appfi~t’’:(A?; . . : .;”:“;.“:::;:”::;;:,,,,::.: ;“.::’;::,, .:
Sierra PacificPower Comp=y IA.1-- I

Sierra PacificPower Company(Amendd letter) IA.2

* Wch sp~er has been given a set number. Pleasesw the indexat the front of each transcriptfor rimes of
spe~ers and set nmbe~.

Fhl ENS, Novaber U95 G-13
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Drafi EIWS Comment Sheet &.t.cl&..
ProposedNti TransmLssl

4~ <>d~ <lL\ti~ General Public
Name:
Affftfation: 1 CL3\~ Comment Set 1 .

Address: <~
city: State: ZIP:

phone: ~ cpuc AppUmtlonNo.: 93-11018 BLM Cue No.$ CACA-314M

h!oo & ~ ~ ( 4\h fl (O_] x\ ~ ~~ f~Q
-/’ {

1
o.~l,)\fL.@ n \.?5\

. .-
,/) l~o CJ[ Q

-.
4

.-
- ~; 1’

Please etiher deposfi this sheet d the sign-in tible before you leave today, or fold, seal turd

maUby May 3, 1995. Inseti addtional sheets u needed.

)P.
1

I

I

I

Paul I{erman
Star Route

Doyle, CA 96109

JuRe IIrdflgasr/ Peter Iirsmm, CPUC/ BLM
c/o Aspen ~vlronmentai Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura 11111s,CA 91301

June 1, 1995

De,ar Ms. liafllgan imd Mr. IIumtm

1am wrltlng to comment on the environmental Impact report/stmement for the proposed
Alturas trmtsmfssion line project, CPUCAppUcaUon //93-1 1-018, BLMCase #CACA-
31406.

First, tbmlk yOIIfor the opportunity to comment, 1mm the ULMand CPUCto choose [he
“no action” alternative and deny Sierra Pacific’s request for easements on public land. I
object to Sierra Pacific’sstated reasons for building the line In the first place, SPPCO
contends this Rne is needed to provide more dependable power to the Reno area. In my
scoping letter I specifically asked for examples of how the proposed new trmlsndssion
Rrrecould have prevented ●ny power outage U]at has affected SPPCO’Sservice area, 1have
received no answer to that speclflc question in the UR{/Sor mryw}lereelse. I also asked
for a summary of the potential t!se of this project for “wheeling” or wholcsrde electricity
trading by SPPCO,The stnswer on page A-22 of tile Main Document Volume 1, “This
attribute of the project is predicted to offer economic benefttsfl 1swholly inadequate.
Further, on pageA.31 the document states “The vahse of these services has not been
e$tlmated,” With all due respect, this is a BIGFATI,[E,Am I expected to belleve, and (lo
you belleve, that SPPCOis preparing to spend over $120,000,000 on a power line for
wblch they have no estimate of potenthtt profits from “wheeling”? Pacific Gas and Electric
Co. of Noti]ern Caflfornia makes more profit on wheelhtg than they do on their
resldentkaf customers, These answers are an insult to intelligent people and should not
be accepted by the BLMand CPUC,I thlqk this proposed power lhre is NIAINI.Ya tool for
wheeling imd SPPCOts Irylng to dis8ul$e it ils il publlc service. ‘rile troth is that SPPCOIs
1ssthe business of maktng money ●nd public service has very titde to do with it, 1have no
problem with them making money, but when they require the forfieture of over 20
square miles of public kmd (16S miles X 660 ft.) and tbo spoitlng of environmental
values and scenery over many hundreds of square mtles then it Is time for us to say “N()”
very loudly, The application should be denied,

If tile ULMand CPUCdetermine that the construction of this line is “in the publlc
interest” then 1would urge them to require Sl]l>Coto give more serious consideration to
the Nevada Afternatlve, Many years ago, as part of Ion&term land use phurnhrg, the
Fcdernl Guv(!rmnrmtgave western power compimlcs, free of (’hilrgo,huge swiitl)sof land
to bc used its prrwcr trunsmtsshm corrhturs. These cnrrldors arc lucutcd where the power
companies requested thcrn, One corridor goes stratght down the length of Ncvilda and is
ulilizcd I)y 1A I)cpt, (II Will~r itnd Powor for a 1000”KVRnu, S1]lK:t)coutd utilize this
corridor for thclr tr,ansmlssjon needs but have re]ectcd It on the grounds that It would
Impact too many people tn Sparks, part of their service area, Nowhere have I he’wd
dlscusston of coming Into the Rsmoarea vla the SRver Iilkc Substation or by LruryhIgthe
cables through more densely poputated areas, The EIR/Sdoes not adequately address
alternatives. SPPCOcarefully set up ail the alternatives they w’antus to know about and
jnst as carcfulty shot them down, chdmfng there arc no more. 1believe there are many

-1 EIWS, November 1995
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mhtl!Ionrd alternatives which should all be considered,

In my scoping letter I requested a realtsttc assessment of conservation as a mclhod of
obtalnhrg new power resources. SPPCOgave thts altemattve onfy a cursory dlsmlssal. It
hus been common knowledge for many ye’arsthat conservsttton ts the most cost effective
method of provldtng addttfonal power, Instead of acqutrtrrg more publtc land SPPCO
shoutd tmplemcrrta serious conservation program wtthtn Its servtce areis. SPPCOshould
stnto how mmly dollars they spend on conservation programs tn their servtcc area and
what percentage of thetr budget thts rcprcscnts.

If the CPUCand ULMfind that the proposed route Is tndeed “envIronrnentaRy superior” 1
urge etfmfnatlon of the LongVaUeyportton of the Rne and Its removal to the east staleof
Petersen Mountattr, Here I refer to where the proposed thte reenters Callfornta hr the
[IIYVatley area and pruceeds south to the prrrpused Bordertowrr substattmr. The Long
Vattey area has abundant ●nd rrulque scenic and wtldltfe vatues whtch would be severely
damaged by a power ttne of thts size. Mtenstve wetland areas associated wtth LongVatley
Creek support a large variety of wttdllfe and provtde sccnIc beauty to restdcrrts and
travelers alike. These vatues till be permanently destroyed if SPPCO1satlowed to have
their way whh LougVattey. There are far fewer blologtcal resources at rtsk tn the more
eastern alternatives. Waterfowl, hawks, eagles, deer, antelope and other wtldllfe are
much tcss common 10the east as the land becomes more arid. Vlsuaf resources are high
In the east but a power line 1ssthe vlchdty of the j95 corridor wtftoffend thousands of
people dalty, The more enstern route would atso stay wtthhr SPPCO’Sservice area, damage
the environment of those they aflege to “serve” tustead of their less fortunate neighbors
outstde the semlce area tn CaHforrrla.WIIy(thts one Is for you, CPUC)shoutcf Catlfornlms
be forced to sacfiflce our envkonment to enable a Nevada based power company to
further profit, a sacriftce whtch woutd not benefit us In any conceivable way? SPPCO
shoutd be dhectcd back Into Its own SCWICCarea and told to STAYTHERE!

If the BI.Mand CPUCdectde to give SPPCOa cransmtsston corrtdor tn bng Vcdtey,1would
request that the power line be aligned In the straightest route posstble. Speclftcally, 1
prefer alternative T over ahematlve S & U. Accordtng to the comparison of alternatives
(page D-S), the only major advantage stated for ttle use of S & U ISvisual resol:rces. I
chatlenge the tisdom of this dectston. Though alternative T woutd be destructive to the
scentc vahres of the hssen Red RocksScentc Area, the havoc caused try atternattve S & U
would be catastrophic. S & U would cross over the 395 Highway corridor ndce, “rheLong
Valley Creek wcttands and riparlan area tttice, Scott Road (hssen Co. Rd. 333ft) ntice,
and the Union Paclflc Ratlroad ntice. fsraddlthm, it would completely ruin the rare scetic
vatues of LongValley Creek and many spectacular views of the Sierra Nevada escarpment,
From a desk tn Carson Ctty, tn Its bureaucratic boneheadedness, the ELMhas declared
the Rcd Rocksarea more scentc than all the rest of Long VaRey.Why ts the BLMAtllng to
sacrtflcc the rest of the vatley completely in order to preserve one smafl area that has
bccrr declared scenic? Atternatlve T, though a bad thing In ltsetf, Is far less darnaghrg
thmr S & U.The Red Rocksare tndeed scetrlc, but after Ilvhrg In the area for many years, I
lhnf my CYCSare drilwi~ tu IIIC wa[ur, !h~ ti;wcr ponds with their id)ttndilt]l wiit~rl(]wl
and the greenery adjacent to the creek. I:btdtng a worse pl~ce to buthf a major power line
would be dlfflcuh.

Accordtng to the compaction of alternatives (p~ge D-S) af3of the followfngareas are more
ndversely affected by S & U:Air quality, bloIogIcatresources, cultural resources, energy
and utlUttes, geology, sotls and paleontology, hydrology, trartsportatlon and trafllc. The
areas of blologld resources, culturaf resources, and transportation and MC are dl
considered major disadvantages tn attematlve S & U.Accordtng to maps P4 and S-1, the

I :0cr. .
1.3

i

pg. 3

S & U attematlve would cross over afmost a rnfle of wetlands, Wires over wetktnds
constitute a major aertal colllslon has’nrd for waterfowl and raptors. It should be clear that
wetlands In thts part of the coun~ are a rare and dl~appeartrrg resource. Though not
noted In rfte document, the western-most loop of alternative S & U atso dtsturbs an
Important deer wtnter range.

The ttLM,tn Its hnreaucmtlc btmeheadedness has declared the Red Rocks area more
scenic thnn atl the rest of I.ong Vafley, a dectston made from a desk 1ssCarson City. Why Is
the ELMwtllhrg to sacrtflce the rest of the vatley completely In order to preserve one smafl
area that has been “decharctY’scentc7 Afternatlvc T, though not a good thtng tn Itself, ts
far less damaghrg than S & U,

I urge YOUto choose the NOACTIONalternative. [~irgeutllltles are cnpnble of miikhlg
huge proftts ttithout t]andonts of free land from our government. We have atready given
them transmtsston corridors aft over the west and If SPPCOneeds an easement they
should use etisttng ones and be thankful, not avartctously grab for more. If SPPCOts
attmved to come through the Honey Lake Vafley, then they should be made to stay In thetr
servtce ●rea once they have entered tt. If they come through LongVatfey they should be
prevented from maktng a totaf mess of the creek, wettands and htghway,

Agahr, I thank you for the opportcmtty to comment and hope you tilt give thou~htfnl
consideration to my concerns,

SlnceJely, ,

PidJg&w.-
PmslHerman

nGP.
ld

oGP.
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Julie Hall igan/Peter Humm, CPUC/BLM
c/o Aspen Environmental Grol!p
30423 Canwood Street. Buite 210

.......... .. ... .... - -- . .-

PO Box 1763
Cambria, Cfi 93420
March 15, 199S

GeneralPublic
CommentSet3

Agotlra Hills, CA 91361

Please consider th@ following comments on the Alkuras
Transmission Line Froject per CPUC App. No. 93-11-018, arid
also ELM ~pp. CACA-31406.

We believe that Fr,opo5ed Segmerlt O should be selected,
rather than Alternative F, 5ince Alternative P has major
disadvantages compared to Proposed Segment Q. Some of these
disadvantages are:

the scenic degradation of the region arol!nd Doyle and tl)e
west side of the Fort Sage Mountains

the impact on the Doyle Wildlife Area

the smalier parcels of private land along Alternative F -
due to the small size, the owners and users can not readily
avoid the impacts of the transmission I ine

the greater population to be affected along Alternative P as
compared to that along Froposed Segment Q

Therefore, please select Proposed Segment Q. Thank you for
yol!r consideration.

Sincerely,

7,-dh.o?qa.g
LaVerne IlcDonnell
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MB.Julio Hrdligmr ~
Projoct Mrmagor,CTUC
505 VmNose Avo,

Srmk6ieco, C* M102-3298

BarbamWillim
Star RouIpBOX1
CtilCOOt,~E 96105
916-9934133
March 15,1995

General Public
Comment Set 4

DoarMs, Hrdlig~

Aa rv~idonteof hog Vdloy, in noutiem kBon Corady,wo worddlike to oxpreBa
corrcornaboutthoplrmafir tho S.P.P.C.poworIirro,proposed10mn fromAtlumato Reno,
Nv,

We aroconcomodaboutwhyho oxiatingcorridor iEnot being uso~ th~ C1OSO
proximity to priva!o homoathis ronto will tako cmdthe hocdthhnmrdethincrorde~ and
thodiamption to wildlfi mrd th~ onviromniti.

h thiu CEO,with tho population and ntl aaaociatodalractruoBexploding, wo mrndreapoct
andboatwithcarethormcpoilod land wo havo remti~ To oponanow atilitios com.dor
whorr thoro ie an orriatingcorridorh roaaonabloproximity Eeom6to bo an~aatticblo
degradation of our land ~s land in bocomiag increasingly scarredwith cries.croaoing
tdiii!y linoE rmd clutlor, It would soomthat ifprop~rly plmmod tho utility corridors wvIdd
bo o-d togethor, Iorrdiog to lean land dofkcing andmoro 05cient aowicing and
accoasingofthono IinOEo

FM percent ofthiE proposed new corridor runs throughor ~djncentto privnte
proporty, As proporty o~ora directly involvod (tho Iino would mn next to oar property
liuo), we aro extremely concomed that we wero novor notifiod by the C,P,U,C.ofihin
propoaod line. A hi~y iaconaidorato omianion cormidoring !hP impnct mlcha Iino will
havoonus.Wonroveryconcomodaboutthohwalthoffoctgfrom thoeloctromogaelic field
m thiE Iirro will produce. Wo mrdomtondthis iB no arvn of Bcimrcostill being Etndiort,
bul prolimianry atntiatics show a SI-CM incrowv in crmccrg,o~ocidly childhood
cmrcera, directly rclatodto beingin thoproximity oftho ME ~ono Iirroaproduco. Not
to mention tho vimal impact andproporty dovnlmdion thoseIinos will produco. With rm
vxiEling corridor ao UOmbY, how canyoujlwt~y creating this now corridor and naming
5WA of it by privnto proporty krrowiag thenegative impacta it will hnvo on so many livoE?

It is known thnt thoserctility corridors disrupt the hnbitat andmigro!o~ pnttemg of
much wildtifo. Agnhr, with an exiatbrgcorridor EOne,arby,how c,anyonjualify anothor
ono?

hI closing, wo would like to oakyou to reconaidor Ma now tino propoati for Iho rmko
6fatl the POOP1Oit will negatively impact. It would be wi~o to aeoa conrp.mryput tho
benofi!s of!ho POOP1Obeforo thoEeofitaelfl

5in@f4 lL\ .

oGP.
4-1
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Nmc: ~k~~ A./A LHfl#d kd
A~ntlon: General Public
Addrm: Comment Set 5

Stnte: CM ZIP: h)u/
CPUC App]iwtion No,: 93-11018 BLM Cme No,: CACA-31406

/7 / / / //

31ease either deposti this sheet at the sign-in tab ave totiy, or fold, seal and

nailby May 3, 1995. Insert &tional sheets if needed.
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Drafi EIWS Comment Sheet DFfSC1l/C t-, 8..1,al7 *nnQ

ProposalNm ~fon Lbe

Names PAT/w. /1, ‘/L L/A hfS General Pnblic
~affon: 7 .

P/)//M/ //;) fl/Pfl Comment Set 6 -
Ad-: $4, g /HA /r(> &/@, .

Clly (f,7~,, State: ~~/ ZIP: ,~ r .;”(;&

phone: ~ CpUC AppUwtlon No.: 93.11.018 BLM CaseNo,: CACA-3140d

Please either deposti this sheet at the sire-in table before you leave today, or fo!d, seal and

mail by May 3, 1995. Insert &Wonal sheets if needed.

FhaI EIWS, November 1995
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TRWBULL LAW FIW
1011I,R4C0LN AVE.,PALO ALTO. CA 94301-3046

Phono(4IS)321-3627Fax32I-3958

March 30, 1995

[jNVIRONMENrAL l,A\VAND I,ANJ3tJS~

General Public
Comment Set 7

Julie Hnlligarr
CPUCBLM
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Crm\vood St.
Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Subject: Alturas Transmission Line EIR

I

I

Derrr Ms. HalIigan:

The proposed trrmsmission line goes thru my properties and Sierra Pacific is
not ivilling to offer me fair compensation. Accordingly, [ am opposedto the

project,Pleasesend me a copy of Executive Summary. 1n:7
My address and name arc incorrect in Ihe PUCrecords. Couldyou have them
correctedplease? To assist you in this cffor(, I have enclosed tile old mailing
Iabcl \vith my name misspelled and the incorrect address, J-

I
~RRY A. TRWABULL NAOMI S. ROSEN

. G-22
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2 ,.,.... . - .
RE: ..ALTURAS. INTERTIE
:..4 oCPUCi#A93-11-018

General Public
Comment Set 8—.

: 3,, (: , IJ:.!:.;.‘,.. .
To Whom It May COnCeZn:

,-. ,~...,
.,,..,. .

;..’ unrler~.s : . . .-
. : .:.-.

.1

We received..informationthrough the grape-vine, that there hhk n.. ~P.
.,.

0been:another BLM Case No. A93-11-018 hearing; which we didnot?re- 8.]
ceive n~t.ic~. We still have the same objections as RE: ELM Case .
No. ,cACAZ31406and..theAlturas Interies Project.
Vlillbe ktl:$(i.;’”‘ ,.:...... .:,.,. I
First,!we oppose ’.tohaving a “largepower line:on or near the pro-
perty we purchased and have plans for retirement, With power
line with 345 thousand volts will result in the following:
!];,t:2 Pa..:t:,.c.i~:vrr:rl::~,rt);.r,.,.:. :. .,,);.: . ... //.
l~tA”degradation o~’our.environmentmeasured-by: ‘.’.. . .<
.:.!”a.-<decreasedaesthetic: .Thelin-ewill alter the vi’sual“aspact
of one”of the few~tiaining pristine areas’in.Californi”d;,.
~ b...Significantimpact on our wild life. .,
.,.c...endangermentto our proparty, people living, camping or

visiting the area.
.I..d.From anchor points of the towers; a possible ground water
disruption, .. .
,, e..Many other factors; which was mentioned at the meeting, May
17,~.1994;in Susanville, California,

.:,: ~,,,~
2,,Health h’az’ards: .

a, The use of electric blankets have been researched and
linked to Cancer .and birth defects, People living in the area,
campers and vistors. . ., .,

. . . .. .
3. disruption of agriculture, future agriculture, Irrigation and
air spray.

4, Our plana would ba completely distroyed and also our
neighbors. It would .be a health hazard to all of us.
..,.,,01*,.,..,-.:,.’....”$) ,::.

.

5. A new utility corridor, near a gas line? This is an
-

invitation for an explosion and can causa environmental damage to
proparty; including injury and loss of life. Can sierra Pacific
guarantee this will not happen? Are thay, Sierra Pacific, going
to accept the responsibility for all the above and what ever
happen linking the power line to?

6. A financial loss: —
Is Sierra Pacific going to compensate everyona for all the plans
they hava for their property. Which include structure and what
the plans will produce for the future?

We have submitted our plans for our property to Sierra Pacific,

2Gr.
8.2

1
BP.
B.3

/“

;..,,
/ .,
,which is included in our retirement plans financially. Is Siarra

‘,/Pacific willing to accommodate us and everyone financially or
/ just push their project through by using “Eminent Domain” and

/ throw pennies to everyone. Sierra Pacific can take a different

1

0GProute, which would not interfer with private landowners property. 8.4

Why don’t Sierra Pacific take another route? We, the people,
donot want Sierra Pacific to tread on us. We do not want the
land, animals and the scenery in the area distroyed.

We understand that Sierra Pacific is considering running their
power line along the corridors in the back of our property(land-
owners), including ours, Wa do not want 345 volt that close to
our property. We understand the reason they, Sierra Pacific,

1
0GP.want to use the route they have choeen is because Lassen County 8.5

will be building a echool in the area. Therefore, Sierra Pacific
wants the power line to in the required dietance .from.theschool.
Will the students and staff be safe7

Fbl EIWS, November 1995
G-23

,
Sierra Pacific only concern is theire. They want to get what
they can for as little as possible, They have not discuse6d’:or
offered to compensate any of us. They want to take advantage of
all of us by using the,term “eminent domain” to enter landowners
properties to facilitate for them. Sierra Pacific wants to
capitalize on private landowners,

Are we the property owners going to be stock holders in Sierra
Pacific and receive dividends along with other stockholders? Are
we going to be able to be compensated for the property we, the
landowners, own; which we will never be able to benefit from7 If
our (Earlie 6 Mary Brown) cost us the sum of $380 thousands
dollars, ie Sierra Pacific going to compensate us for this
amount? All Sierra Pacific is concern about is the power they
want to supply Nevada. Even, if they agree to supply home owners
and landowners electrical power, it will not be safe for anyone
to live in the area. Life will be in endangerment;wildlife will
be destroyed and all the soil will be contaminated and will not
be of use to any of us.

-—.
their powar line along
hope you will consider
scenic views and other

If vou find it necessary to grant Sierra Pacific the right to put
the route(s) which they have planned. We
the peovle’a lives, plans, wildlifa.
factora-involved here,

Sincarely,
I.

0cr.8.6
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Recieve[l from Mr. Mark Armstrong
(lt tlte Alturas Hearing 4/1 7/95.

Please see tlte Tsanscr~)tfrom tlze
Alturas Hearing. See comment TA.8-I.

General Public
Comment Set 9

.

.
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April 7, 1995

l{l:(;l-l,{Li:)!.!,; I I ,.,J, Aptil 7, 1995
Page 2 of 2

Public Utilities Commission
A~N: Mr. Daniel Fessler
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco CA 94102

Dear Mr. Fessler:

General Public
Comment Set 12

This letter Is in reference to CPUC Appllwllon Number 93-1 l-018/BLM Case
Number CACA-31406,

The references involve a project intended to transmit power from Oregon and
Washington 10 Reno, Nevada, Why the existing Utllily Corridor in Nevada is not
being used for Ihe project puzzles me to no end,

But, if the dacision to bypass that corridor stands, and the line is built in
Northern California, than the Segmant A alternative, near Alturas, must be
selected:

Alternative Sagment B would cross a Wildlife Service Easement. The
easement Ie managed, much like the Modac Refugae, to provide
important wildlife habitat along the Pit River. The owners of the land,
which includes the eesement, have invested substantial effort and money
to improve habitat. That habitat would be substantially and adversely
infringad if Segment B Is constructed,

Alternative Segment A is farther away from the City of Alluras Ihan is B,
Increasad distance would reduce the potential for spur-of-the-moment
vandalism the hazard to aircraft using the Alturas Airport (including fire

Fhal EINS, Novaber 199S

I

i

G-29

Ienkers, when necessary), tha probability of human injuries In the event
of a line collepsq and, the polenlial/probable heallh hazards that are

J
o$Yi

befng associated with high voltage lines.

Sincerely,

w.’
Louis H,;RUSINOVSKI

cc Boyd Gibbons, DFG
Edward Hasty, State Diractor of BLM
Tim Leslie, Stale Senator
Wally Herger, US Congress
Bernie Richter, State Assembly
Aspen Environmental Group
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General Public
Comment Set 14

.,>

My nameis Lori Burke and 1 live at 4850 Mason Road rcno. I want [o colnmcnl on the
drti EIWS. I have had MM opportunity to r~d and a{udy this document and 1feel 1can
Challenge most oflhe bade premesisas put forth by the proponent asjustification for the
routing.

A routing cons!raim was on this fine from the beginning of this project having to
do with Ike prc-selection of the Border town substation site by Sierra Pacific. This site
was selectedmrd purchasedaround 1990. Sierra was an unidentified buyer, using agent
Pat Morriscy(?). At the time ofthc purchase, Sierra was working with and in
communication with the Transmission Agency of Northern California and with an agency
associatedwilh TANCthat did routing slrsdics. The selection of this si[c in 1990 was for
possible future interstate transmission interconnections. The tigitimacy of this being used
as a valid routing constraint for the Akuras project is being challenged by Sierra County,
bu[ it should be pointed out that Sierra Pacific never applied for a special use permit or
recognized that they were in conflict with codes covencnts and rcstric!ions that were in
place with the usc of this parcel for a substation until aflcr the entire routing was done
using this parcel as a rou[ing mnstrainl. Nor did it take into account the consislant nature
of Sierra County government rejection ofprojccls of this nature, Ycl, Sierra Pacific, in the
PEA for a project Ihcy proposed in 1993 rcfcmcd to this Dordcrtown substation location
as an “existing substation site” What made a vacant parcel of land in the middle of an
historic ranching ncigkborhood that was furthcmlorc covered by codes, covcncrslsand
restrictions to keep it thal way an “existing substation site” was not addressed. Nor did
the drafi ENS recognize that, according to tbcsc samehearings in front oftho AL], that
there were no other substation sites that Sierra even studied aflcr 1990 related to other
locations that might scwc the samepurpose in this project. This includes during the
prcparartion period prior to the application for this project and for the entire time ofthc
scoping project and comment period that was part of the process for the Draft EIWS for
the Akuras project. Nor,until ttds hearing before the CPUC beginn(ngMay 22, did
Sicmagive the infomlalion about when this property was ac[rsallypurchasedby Sierra,
although I asked SICVCYonkin dircetly on previous occasions, since thisinformation
was not part of your draR, I expect Aspen did not know, either.
This ia important since this station location was decided on far in advance of the Ahuras
The Alternate location is just a minor vadalion on what Sierra used the effects the same
group ofpcoplc in the sameway and mntinucs to bc a constraint for tho remainder ofthc
Ihro. into North valley, Thisrelates to Aspcn,s assertion that there are no plans ti add on
to this substation so consequently, there ts no need under growth inducing impacts to
idcnti~ and cxamino them, fiowing how this site was chosc~why th\a sito was choaon
and in connection with whom ttis site was chosen, Aspen cannotconlhtuoto saythat
therewill be no arhtitionrdtmpaclsto thisareaasa result of this projeet. Thisdocumont
should futly explore the environmental impacts that any reasonable person would assume
will result considering the tristo~ of tho siling of this electrical facility and what the
location of this substation will mean for the future of this kistolic valley.

(project Irighcr than averagegrowth,” k19) “By 1997...Additional transmission facithics
will also bo neededto awomodate “M klpatcd growth in the North Valley areanorth of
Rcno. HOn page (Ml), the issuued~reliabitity is brought up. Ttda problem is discribcd

‘~~. ~L<l.cil
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as an “existing bot[lcneck” Ike imrrlici( exampleRiven that 10build Ibis ~roicct would bc
fike making X existing byway into a G&wa~. -

. .

Sierra’s proposaldiscribcs a need,and then offers the conclusion that this needcan
be me! and the reliability issueaddressedby bringing this line into the North Valley Road
substationat 345 KV. in orderto evaluatethelegitimacyof the routingin Nevadaaa
proposedSierrathisENS needsdemonstrate that Sierras proposrd is ajustified. Aspen
environmentalaskedSierrato providesubstantiationfor the routing in Ibis section and I
will usethe responseof Sierra to Aspen (8/25/94) azrdof the Environmcnlal Consultant
Mr. Dan Wood of Aspen (9/4/94) to organize my response,as well as data related to
growth from Washoe County Comprchcnsivc Planning.

GroMh in North Valleys
1.Growth in Lcmmon Valley, Go[dcn Valley, Stead Rcd Rock, Cold Springs, all under
various dcvclopmcnl moratoriums and limitations having to do with lack ofwatcr and
water import rcstric!ions. Theseare “Dry” valleys, and this condition will not be chaogcd
any time soon, Dry valley’s cannot import water bccausc lhcy arc prohibited from water
importation and dischargebetween the various water basins(valleys). NI theseareasarc
experiencing low to ordy moderate growth and ~ntinue to develop at low rural density.
Stead dots have an areaof light industrial zoning, but the spaceavailable is Iimitcd and its
primary usc is for low water and low energy indust~ becauseof the water restrictions. ,
Steadalso hasa build out of one significant housing parcel and one project proposed.
IIowevcr, these have beenon the books for a long time, and they are tho tail cnd of the
planned development The back-up J.C. Pcmsytine into Stead has never beenupgraded to
the 120 it was designed for from tho 60KV it is now quipped for wtich is indicative of
the lack ofnecd.
2.If Sierra is considering SpanishSprings asonc of the Noflh Valleys, there is growth and
growth potential there since there is water in that basin that can be convcrtcd from
agricultural use to residential use. However, any anticipated rise in demand for rcsidcrttial
electrical usc should consider that the demandwill be modified by the fact that there will
be a mrrcsponding drop in agricultural pumping. GroMll in this area will remain
residentially based.
3, Pleaserefer to page A-27 in the Drafl EIWS. Spanish Spring is identified as an area
that could need suppoti assoon as 1997. Aspen Identifies a solution that would dirwtly
get power 10SpanishSpring sub that would not depend on Alturas power into North
Valley Road, Sierra proposesa solution that is not interconnection specific.but basedon
just gettin more power in!o the system. If this is the case,support for all growth Sierra
saysin this section that just having but would work as well if the 345 came in at almost
any point in the systcm
GroMh in Lake Tahoe
1.Sierras territory is Iargcly under thejurisdiction by TRPA who set probably one of the

most restrictive growth policies in the Unitti States. There is some growth in the Tahoe
recreational bussiness,but much of that growth is not in Sierras Territory. Severalyears
ago, there was a move to ambitiously develop a large part of Mount Rose into Resortsand
residences(Galena) but that land hasnow come under public ownership and will be
preserved. . .

2. Sierras facility to serveTahoe do not even come out of North VrdlcyVallcy Road
directly, so support for their aystcmweld have to be indirect (not system Ioation
specific), or would have to involve additional transmission lines from North Valley Road

10
Gr
14.7

substation. The corridor to that arm out ofthc substation is so ~njestcd that this
scenarioisM@ly unlikely.

I addressthe “rcliabili[y concerns in other areasin my Icttcr, but I do not find any
documcntatiotl that Rcno/ Spark~ Carson City Lake Tahoe /Spanish Springs /Stead and
other North valleys havea reliability problcrn that is even close to unacceptable in an

10fiindustry s!andardevaluation., Ifwc have problems in the Reno arw, it is usually because
of storms that c~cct small areas,or a Mack Truck running into a power pole.

I

I
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S. TheGoverzrmcntandthepubticrccogrdzd a need to estabfishcorridors tha! could
Lb ~,@R

facilitate tho transmissionofclcc!ricity throu@ states.Pcrrni[sfor thesemrridors, such as
the one that would brrparallcllcd by the Nevada alternative suggcstdhereperc givcnc not
panicukuy rclatcd~olitical boundaries or politicrd entities that bencfittcd,~

@@, I indicate that the projectobjectivescouldbc servedwith a routingEastof Sparks
that could ulilizc spaceparcllcling such a corridor. Sierra is asking citizens of two slates,
some who benefit and most who do not ,to bypassthe chanceto uti~ic ttis existing
corridor and they must conscqucn[ly absorb the cnviromzrcntal societal and sociocconmic
costs that would result .fiom opening up a ncw sorridor. The parochial point that is
reachedin this issueis how people who face such impacts CM have their mnccms ,
addrcssti. Thisis usually done on a potitical ar~n% starting at the local Icvel,
It is ctitical to rnc and 10many ofthc citizens and local political bodies involved in

cvahsatingthis project that this particular transmissionfine not bo allowed to jump off the
existing intcrstalc transmissionnetwork that the Nevada Utumative is part ofthc

_ T~s interstate corridor was cstabfishedto allow for the DClinethatgoesto
serveSouthern California, but 1sccno reasonwhy it would no! be equally available to usc
by Nevada and Nortltcm Catiforrda and anyoneelsewho might usc the power from the
Alturas project but not want to absorb the immediate impacts of having it actnally run next

oCP.I4-10
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In the draR document, problems are identified whh the proponents route thst would
mrrrrwt the Mturas arm with the Nevada dlttrrrativo. These problems were brought up in
the August Scop;rrgmeetings afler the close of the scoping comment period that excludd
the public but responded10agencymrrcems. What Aspenandtheproponcrsldid in this
processwas was to demonstratethat the crossong Sierra had developed and chmirratcd
prior to their appficalion to the CPUCwas inadcquatly rcscrchcd and difficult. The
applimnt and Aspen should haveat that time focusd on expanding the scopeof options
that would have rdlowcd the crossing bewecn Califorrda and the Nevada Mtumative, even
if theobjectiveofse~ing LMUD were added.
There was no justification for eliminating the Nevada altumativo at those m$ctirsg’

becauseon the proponents inadequateexploration of alternate routes to get to the
Nevada Altcmativo The draR document should addressthis lack ofaltuma!ivcs offered
when so many cnvironmcrrtrdadvantagescould accrue with the utilization ofthc Nevada
altumative for as much of this North South distance as possible,

.

.

I

I
1

I
!
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Comments related to the growth inducing and long term impacts of the proposed routing
through the Rcno Ara vs. the useof the Nevada Ntcmalive with terodnation at Tracy.
With the proposed alignment, Truckw Mwdows residentshsvc exposure to the
cnviromucrrtal dcgrdation that could result in being an integral and unaviodablc part ofa
path to move bulk energy to various markets out side our area.Sierra will be getting both
import and export capacity asa result of this merger and Ibis projwt. The 345 that will
run all the way through rcno as a result ofttis project could become a conduit or a
“road” to move bulk power through the system. For example. ifthc power that should
accumulate on the easternside of Sierra’s the system by virtue ofthc merger become
such that Sierra-W would like to move it through as bulk transmission to marketa west
of Rcrro,thcy might consequently need to enlarge the path.through the TruckeeMeddows
and the NortlI Valley Substation to 500 kv. The 345 line proposed in this project would
have to become S00 kv asWCII,Sierra alludes to this with a discussionofa Phaseshifier
being located at substation in Rcno,( if not at BT,) With the proposed project, Sierra is
setting the prccedcnt that even the expansion ofthcir transmissioncommitments is
adcquatcjustificntion to expand their accessto power markcls mzdsources along with the
physical facilities and ROWs,to supply those markets.

Dccauscof the chcnp power available thoNgh transmission, bccauscof the size of this
project ~t will double Sierras import capacity), and becauseof Sierras proposed merger
with a big player on the bulk transmission market, there is tittle rwson to assumeanything
except that transmissionbuissncsswill be growing and thcTruckcc Meadows will be
subject to further impacts, unlesswe get out of the way now by having Sicrraroute around

us with their big line. We need to keep thcm on the existing Highway network rather
than letting them build a new path through tho Truckca Meadows. Sierra is in the
Bussincssofsclling energy. They say that they Icgdly havo to expand their system if they
can’t keep up with even their transrrdssioncustomers capacity demands. They are rdsoa
corporation whose bussinessis to sell power. They that can’t legally turn down anyone
who wamsto buytheirpower or their transmission capacity.
If we dent want to expand our whrerability in the Tmckce Meadows to the further

impacts that transrsdssionexpansionwill bring through our arm Impac!s associatedmust
be identified and addressedthrough the drd document now, recogrddng that the merger
and combined needsand resourcesof Sierra and m will have fiture imp?cts.

.’

0GP.
14-12

I

1

i



..
..

PART G. COMME~S

A. yes, for on two poims. First, you dorrt have to bury the whole be. Various points in
urban settingstikctheTruckeomwdows are not bscompatablewith 120 kv tmnsmissioct
tines.Most power tirtesofthst voltage are Nn abovegroundandRcndSparks obqously
hasnumerouscorridors where power at voltsge 120and usrdercan be cussabove ground.
Ordyshort parts of 120Kv tines would rrd 10be buried becausegeneratly, they don~
impact sensitivearw, Where you do bury them usually it is mnomics thst dictate it.,
not what preventsit. Wbtstirrga tine is r~sonably wst effective and the benefits that a
developeror a micro ower, homeowncr,property owner association or even a City
mighl get outweigh that wst, the tine is buried. h the mse OfNtUdttga 34Sva 120kv,
particularly in the ctistisrg urban ara that ia set up to dd with no larger voltage than 120
kv, you run into more cotiicts tith the sdditiorra3hpacrg ssdated with larger ROWS
and that are over and above what rdr~dy exist, as well as issuesofpubtic hdth concerns
and Visual degradationto a more fw reachhtg population. It is more Wely that these
combind would rrrakcit mom btrportarrt that even longer portions of 345kv than
corresponding 120kv lines should be buried to rrdtigate these impacts, but the cost to do
sowouldbe muchhigher.
Otherareassuchaspublo parks are avoided because detriment effeets that would be
expenencti by the public may out weigh the good. If the need to a particular party is such
that they f~l there is no dtumative to impacting the public recr~tion ar~ for kstarrce,
they shouldbe preparedto totally mitigate the damage. If such is the case,Militating the

I understandthat you earsget costs even lower than those quoted at the bottom by Mr
Owen,for the 120KV ifyou incorporate (tier design and the spaw for trndergrounding
utitieg including powfieg, itsthe planning stages. The costs associatedwith busing
existbrgkes are very site spec~c, and thus I amnot Wg to ctilerrge Mr.Owenas to
costmdesshewantsto pointouta speoificaple andgive metimeto get bids. How
ever I doubt very much that evrmtith Sierra PacMc b~g the most site
expcrrsiveportionon Ibis proposed route could it mat 10 times as much as if that *tion
weroNrr aboveground. No! usdessSierra wants to reroute this to include a portion of
Downtom Msnhatten.

,C”

.

n

*

PLEASE lDE~lFY Tf{E CONCERNS You I{AVE WITI{ TiW ROWJNGS “

I dROUGH WASHOE COUNTY THAT WEm UNDULY CONSWNED, ~

~

A. OnceBorderrown was usedas a routing constraint to the point ofent~ into Nevads

(and Sierra’sterrho~) alternatives were further limited by Sierras Identifimtion of North

Valley rosd asthe ordy possibleterminus. The first alternative went west from

Borderto\m around Peavinc!hrou~h Dog Valley Recreation ar~ and then doublti back

all the way into Reno to get to the North Valley Road substation. This made for a much

longer route. It did not come closer in proximity to existing rcsidcnws than what is

proposed in the preferred route btstwas visible to more homes w.thin the Rcno City
<:rm=<~6jr4eO+ iv

limits This rotjtc also Rancho San Rarrhae~.a m~;nr rctiorrd Dark as does the. ... .-

prcferr+ route Although ttis route could have possibly been lied into Siemls .
0cr.

14-14

-b ~.,th~. ,
distribution systemat other substationson the west sideofthc sysletiatty possibilities

!,,@Ch~, i he ‘“1 ‘ O;:S ~~%;;rt< ,

along that line were not addressed,This al[cmative was eliminated for Icngth and impacts.P~&:v&q

J.;;t< ~ /

I

A secondalternative looked to (ravel rdong 395 from the state line imo the North Valley

Road substation, However, Sierra was quick to eliminate that altemstivc asbeing

impossiblebecauseof existing utilities in the ROW next to the highway. Sierra claimd

they hadinsu~cicnt room 10expand it to accommodate a 345kv tine. Development along

the highway in Ibis swtion is very limited but buy out for spaw would be ofcommercidly

zoned parcelsfrom p~vatc property owners and would bc, conscqucntly, vcv expensive.

Sierra’sprcfcrrcd route Ihrough this areatakes economic advanlagc of Forest Scmicc

land.

Duringscopcing,another route was suggestedby the Forest Scrvicc that would not

impact Forest SeM.ce land. It involved no! going directly through a propod station at

“ .7

I
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Dordertowrr bul approachedthe Reno area from Ihc north in samevicinily to get into the

-1. ~

hi@ ~ol(agctransmissioncorridor for much of the total Iertgrh ofthc tine Fcicndsof
NorshValley Roadsubstation..Sited as a reason for elimination of that route was that

Pavine questionsthe vahreof the en~ironmerrtal information Sierra crti to suppon the

there could be residenceswithin 300 feet of the corridor, ‘
elimination oftha( alternative.-.. -

~VE.

aftemativc thal wereched as a rmsorr for no! using the aJtemative, No routing

unstrained by Bordertown (with or without a substation there) cnd a proposed tcrrninus

a! North Vflcy Roadis awcptablc. J

Q. PLEASE IDENTIFY PROJECT OB~CTIVES THAT mL BE ~T THAT m

NOT SITE SPECfFICTO THE TERMJNUS OF THE LJNE AT NORTH VALLEY

ROAD.

A. WI of the Projectobjectives that 1idcrrtify later in this [estimonyaspart of the section

dealing with theuscofthc Nevada Altcmativc could be met whh 345 ~tercomrcction at oGP.14.1s

other points ton the line, including additional supply reliability to support this padiculcr

load center. .,.

1dso understandthat the Pinion cod gasification plant that is due to 60 on tine in

Dcccmber of 1996till add not ordy capacity whhirr the Ccmral District, but will I ‘ ~Np~r~
substantially incrmscreliability as welt ~sed ~ ku;~ l-i as ~PP~o ’11 * ““~’’i~’~ ‘;f$

‘t

T U6
. . .

LllTF@
a

d[

‘ Q!&:;fi;’tONm WITH YOUR TESTIMONY ON THE THIRD lSS~

NOTED IN YOUR ~RODUCTORY COWNTS.
~. ,

A. Issuesone andtwo above relate directly to my third concern- that being that Sierra

f

/

inappropriately findtod the study ofpossiblc alternative, specificallyandparticularly the

$ “Nevada AllemaIivc”.

.:$/ Q \\7f:\T POINTS WILL YOUR TESTlhlONY CO\’ER IN ADDRESSING TlflS

)! ~
I&

ISSUE?

t’ A. 1will testify that assignment ofLead@racy s!anrstoCatifomiaeffccdvelyIimilcdthe
SI
3-, study ofaltemative routed throu6h Nevada. Nevrsdaroutings would uti~ie the ~“s(ing

5--.

Q.~1”1” “-””’~

!

$

‘~?
.Q. PLEASE EXPAND ON YOUR COhl\l.ENS

A In commentsaddressedto the CPUC, Sierra said the routing out of Cahfomia into

~ Nevadawould bc diRicraltbasedupon fcw specific environmental constraints and land use

k

I

o12.?6

)

~~

. conRicts. Friendsof Peatine agreeswith Sierra that the frrssfhifly rrdlcsin any dueclion in

CaJiiomiafrom the possiblepoints ofcomection to the BPA tine in Modoc county would

‘ ~$’
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be diticull. However, the impacts Sierra cited to justify etiadnation ofa route east from

Ahuras inlo Nevadaare no retire severethan those identified throu@ the ~oping process

as applying to Sierra’sremaining alternative. Becauseof the sensitivemture of the ssw

all alternative should haveburr kept opem particulady those identifid asutility corridors

by the U.S. Forest Service.

Once in Nevadaandadjacentto the existing 1000kv DC line, no sigtifimnt environmental,.

restraints arc noted. ~cn the tine gels closer to the urban Reno/Spsrksar~ termination

at North ValleyRoadSubstationrquires crossing bctwccn the 1000kv corridor and the

North Valley RoadSubstation.

Possibleroutes Ihrott@ Sparksencourtlcr the ssmc problems asare encounteredcrossing

between BordcflownandNorth Valley Road, including the cotiict with existing

development and compromisesto systemreliability. If routed through Sparks,thcdis!ancc

?

the Hnctravels through urban ara is longer and the impacts am mrrespondingly greater.

Routes tha! might approachthe North Vallev Substation from a di~erent direction arc lw~ (

./

/.
.. ,
i:i~

corridors going WCS1fromtheTracy substationinfo RendSparks, Some ofthcse could bc

{ “double ended. to eti~in8 tittcs that now travel into North Valley Road 10relieve
I

polcnlial stresson the tinesbetween Tracy and the load urttcr at North Vtiey Road..

“ '~~in[~canddegree tothosecncounterd inlhepropostiroutin8. ‘ha~~h~~b

{$
In summ~, Friendsof P~vinc finds that Sierra had no ettviromrscn!d justtimtion to ‘~e~,$~ *+h

4 f.!

J

~$lOtiecl.
“ eliminate Nevadarouting dtemative prior to submitting their Application to the CPUC

f!
and prior to scopin8actititics undertaken aspart of Cdifomia’s review process.

$ ~~
~E

A. As I discussedin the firsl part of my testimony, Ihcre is no needto go to North Valley 1
Road at 345 kv to Icrminatc this l~nc. Wth a substation addition at Tracy or with a new I

substation constructedin the vicinity where the Mturas 345 kv crossesthecorridor 101:.?7

containing Sierra’sexisting .mt~flie, the Company muld interconnwt at 34Skv ita existing
. ~+ *U aJd r:l~ab,ll Y! d CGdd

intcrtle. W then unload” the new bttenie with 120h cormcctions in existing
1-

~s would protidc additiond awccs toanewpower source to augment the Ccrttd

District load with out unduti impacting the rcsidcmial csu tith 345kv mrndors

Addi!iortd rcfitillity bolh tithbt the mtd district and horn the outside sourw that

fd v
supplythe distdct would be achieved.

AS1stated before, olhcr benefits Sicma seeksto achieve with this projcel would not be

effected. A secondstrong source ofpowcr would be added into the aystm. Accessto

economyenergywould be cnhancti as proposed and addilioti import andexport

~patility would be8aincd.
,. . . . . . . . . ..

.

0[:.?7
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May 18, 1995
Judge Richard Csresga
Cdifom”a Public Ulitities Comrrdssion

Re Docket No. 93-1 I-108

1am asking forclarification on three points related to how this hhg and !he
subsequentmling basedon the evidencosupplid heretill effmt anddirect the remainder
of!he process. I am asking that I may better direct my testimony andquestionsin this
pm~ing,

1.My prefiled testimony dealt whh issuesofenviromnental concernsthat might be
appropriately addressd in the CEQA portion of this process. However, Sierra identified a
major “need” (project objective) as ReHability for the Reno, Lake Tahoe area. The
reliability was dircotly related to the proposed routing of the project w.th the identification
ofn site.speciflo pohs!ofterrrrination. Thus, routing becamea component ofnccd, What
1would like clarified is how a 5ndirrgfor “need” a! this hm.ng might subsequently
constrain the environmental review of the DraR EWS statement in thosescclions
addressingjustification for the proposedrouting and the find point of termination, I
intend to challcrrgethe dra~ conclusionsunder CEQA processrclatd to those sections
and would like to know if it is rrcces~ and desirableto do so at this hw.ng as well,

Roger Olack also haasaid routings other than those in the applicant’sproposal should not
bo considered. He assertsthat any possiblealternativesIwted primarily in Nevada wero

aPProPdatelyatudi~ pdor to mting application in Ctiforrda and adequatejustification
ctistcd for their dismiswl then. He assertsthat the needfor this project by Winter 1996 is
a critical element that not be met iftirther an alternative routing utilting the edsting
corridor in Nevada were included now for further study. If you will be making a dwision
in support or dcnid ofthcse particular assertionaspart of this hearing,pleaselet me know
before testimony mmmences on theseissues.

Ftil EWS, November 199S
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2. If a plan for compliance and mitigation for EMF is not fed’into this processa! this point
out during the draR EWS wmment pctiod), how arc citisens guaranteeda review of the
plan7 If the routing is through Crdifomia most of the way, would the Cdiforrda Public
Utifilies Commission insist on mnsistcnt standardsfor portions of the route in both
Nevada and California? If the route were rerouted to run pfimarily in Ncvad% would
Cdifomia’s position on the s!arrdardsfor the entire line remain in effect? WIII mitigation
involving low cost measuresbe applied by the power company on a prorated share,or
since that is a California “orderH, would it be only for that portion that runs in California?
Will the CPUC be assumingresponsibility for compliance in the review processand in the
constmction process?Ttis is particularly important if they allow Ihc to credit for the low
cost measuresSierra proposesfor segmentsbuilt in Nevada,
Will the CPUCbc following up to assurethat mitigation ordered results in the benefits
thay arc supposed to and which state agency will vetify theseachievementsin which
partsof the line7



. .

. . . .- .$ . . . . . Urm Scm.m.
‘iti~?’ $cForM ‘tiW ~s~on WSS~~t Forest Sem.w lands should not belmp~dd by thts lure rorddtrrmgtivcs eonsiderd. I referyou to your so~ents, as

pubflsh~ by the CPUC ;n th SSOph8Co~~ts ~~dex for tie w- Int~ie

projwt.

Nthough it is not the position of the Forest scM.ceto accept land M.lh
Speeifi.cencumberences,the recent land trade through !hc Nature Consev~cy ~d F~cnds
of Pewnethat added the acresfrom Gratite Constmction to the Forest Se~’ce
reprewnted a substantialmmmjtmcnt on the pati ofmmy peoplo to attempt to presewc
and ctiance Pwtine. With the proposal routing ofttis projwt, this parcel w be bisected
by this powerline. I fm[ that the Forest Sem.W is acfkg in bad ftitll tOacwpt ttis IMd h

the Me ofprcsewation and then sponsorits useasa uttity corridor, There is no way this
use could be comparable whh the objectives of the exchm8e.

o1:.22
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In the pasttwo y~rs, the Forest service dso voiced a commitment to take action
that would rdt in etianwment of thePmtine ara ajacentto Reno. They pledgd to
cleanup the sr~ res~.c! the destructive four wheel drive activity that was tearing up the
mountain sidssandhelp rcsloreand p;oteet the beauty of the mounttin. The Forest
SCMCCaskedfor turdgot participation from the public and the neighborhoods that share
the edgeof the mountain tith the Forest Sefice. To atlow the useof the particularly
wrrcrablc bordersandhaving this Utility corrid~r as a gateway to the mountain rrtmost
guaranteesthat this work will be undone. People dodt get inviolved in caring for a power
corridor the way they get involved in preserving a mountain.

[n the vicinily of urban Reno other parcels of Fore:i Service land impacted by this
routing proposal were designatedas disposable. However the land usc 10bc obtsirrcd by
from tradeshasbeenrecognised,and rtnexchangeon a particularlysensitiveareahas
beenidentified. The areabetweenRdcigh Heights and Mc Carrcn Blvd. has been Iablcd
Open Spaceby virtue of its recreationrdvahre and its serdcqtrrdity in mmteeting the City
visttat[y from ttrc north of RartchoSanRaphael to the top of Pevirtepeak. The Open Space
desi~ation was approvedby dl PlanningandGovcrmcntentilicsin the Ci(y of Reno and
Wasloe County. -”

Sirrcc1986thetradeof thenext parcelof land tom Forest Service to the Washoc
County Parkshasbeenphrrmed,adding to the Park.. I would hope that the forest service,

who insistedon trading out of the land bccauscoactivhy proposal on that parcel was
deemedinconsistentwith proposed on the parcelis not making sometype ofaccomodation
with the power companythat tit result in the park getting not onty a barrow pit but a
34S,000power line corridor through the parkas well. II is not in the best interest of the
park to irrhcrha pieecoflartd that is further degraded, especiallysince this the positioning
ofthc tine will not reducethe impact on the other forest service property involved in the
routing.
In any case,We would like to point out that the piece ofd Forest Service land hasrdways
hadrwreatioti vahre.Not dl recreation is incompatablc with power tines. Sierra is quick
to pohrt out that in somearws Erdsdsrgpowcrlinc corridors are sought out to provide
extra spacefor sometype ofreerwtion. It oecrrrsto us that this may be the casein areas

where dl avsitablelandshavebeenbuilt on and under restrictive uses.Even them I doubt
that 345kv corridors are the type pcop!e wiWn~y spend time under. I CaMOt, for instance,
ima8.meanyonesendingtheir ctildrcn out to play under onc ofthcsc tbrcs.Theyhave a
notimble bm andthe eleetricrdfield under these is certainly strong enough to be felt. In
any case,I do not seethough people go’mgout of their way to soticit powerfines in ther
parks or openspawto enhancethe recrmtiond vsdueof what is atr~dy provided there.

1 reco~e that the ForestScrvfcefeelsthat the .bnpactofttdg powertine will
erect otdy a very smrdtpan of the Forest Setice Resources. I ssss~ncemcd that what is
not addressedis ihc precedentthat is being set, both specific to this caseand as a generrd
poticy.

On this corridor, I don’t feel that the Forest Sewice will be able to say no to
additional similarusesor any other usersin this vicinity. I

letter during!he scoping

Tprocess,~nticated the samething. I also seethe Forest ervtce as not being able to
disdlow similar usesin other areasthat the Forest Service may want to protect from
similar useds, including all areasForest Service Land that is ajacent to rural residrrlial

oGt4
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housing, Public ParksandOpen Space,even if, like the Forest SeAce hd next to
Mcho San Wphad Park it hasreeo@ed recr=tioti vahse.Iftis arridor is
establishedit will rdlow the border of Forest Service Prope@ ot beusti for brdusttial
type infrastructure, It is not comparablewith the type oflassd use that is muturdly
beneficial to thesep~icsslarly sensitiveborder areas.

Other precedentsSC1by rtised in ttis casethat will be undercut include 1. issues
having to do tith the useofetisting mrridors, including existing designated
corndors.~en the Forest Servim makesthe land availabel to andwhat commitment ihe
the forest service hasto accepting land for presewatiorr,lssrdsajacent to forest service
prooperty. Issueswherein the Forest service ceedesborder propetiy to investor owned
utilities without theseutifities going through the process to apply for a eom.dor, 1can see
only further problems. Kthe Forest Service seesa need for a Corridor through tis arq
then utilize the entire forest Service land to determine the beestplace to puI this som.dor
throsr~~ mirrirrdsingthe tisual effwts,combining more 1, The Forest ServiceOW large
areasof land. Rather thanjust acsomodating theseinvestor owned utitities and givhrg
them the most directand tha cheapestway, utiliAng the public’s resorccsfotilsis purpose,
Evnhrate the best way utilitirsg dl the Forcsl Scrvicc resourcesto get this tine across,

Wal EIWS, Novesrsber199S
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Commentson EIWS
A-26. “Purchasefrom Neighborbrg Systems”
Would Nturas allow Sierraany ~W markets? Sierra’s major intcrtie is into the same
market, as far as I carsteti. They would not be able to buy and sell to any addhiod
marketsand there is no evidencethat to buy from Wturas via’PacificorpandBPA would
be particularlychea~r Ihanto buy from the existing intertie, 1m dso not convinecd that
you haveadequatelyconsideredhow much firm energy could and will be converted to
“~nomy energy” tia anadditiod NWPPinlertie that to arty tremrssissionalternative
which would increasethe import capacity of Sierra’swhole systen no matter where the
intcrconrrcction is made. 1am asking whether benefits for the importation of “economy
energy” is associatedtith the location of this particular intcrtie, or ifrmy inlertie would
open up the potential for addiliorrrdcapabifilies to NWPPmarkets, end to what degree.
This is important when trying to figure out how, systemwide, different dtemative might
contribute to an over all solution.
I also request that you r~evahrale all allcrnalives relative to how Sierra Suggesl solving
the problem of additiond support to the fast growing Spanish Springs arm of Sparks
whhirr its own Central District. Sierra’ssolution to that problem wcs basically the
assertion that the addition ofelcctrical augmentation into their systemwould allow them
the flexibility to sltifi loadsaround at the disttict Icvel to relieves stresson particular lines,
sucheshadbeen identified in SpanishSprings, If this is the case,then we would tike you
to evaluatethe flexibility that would be gained in this manner to solve all problems,
including the anticipated problemsin the “fast growing” Stead area that is used to justify
the sclcelion of the Bordertownsubstationshe.Thismmparisonisneededtoevahratethe
needfor Mturaa asopposedto, my Frenchman’sTap, as well as theselectionof the
Bordcrtownsubstation..1wantto identi$ more particularly what type of benefits arc site
specific, district specific, andoverall systcmspecific. I dso want to assesswhether a
WSCC analysisas the limbs that would apply, kw to kw, to the potential ability to raise
the import hmit by more fiuy u!ifising an existing capability but drawing from another aru
than the Pacific Northwest, asdiscussedin A-24.

Compare ttis tilh Mtemativc suchas Frenchman’sTap. (In the chart showing
compariwn of the “dtematives”, there is no mention of the potentird value to Sierra to
open up additiond access in the other direction (south), es opposed to tl~cPacific
NorthwcsI.

There needsto be a much more in depth amassesof the WWP and SiemaPacific merger.
If this merger is approved, WI enough resourcesbe opened up to Srrbstrmtirdlyoffer
enoughbenefits to make the Nturas project unnecessary,in several respects? I refer
particularly to Ihc sharedreserverequirement. 1have seenno evidence presentedto
indicate that Sierra is lacking the existing transmissioninfrastmcture capability (along with
intemd generation they uscnow to augment their transmission loads) to import more
energyprovided the import capacity restriction is raised. If Sierra and WWP merge and
the reserverequirement is raisd, what would be the affect on the need for Mluras. How

o17.?6
I

important is the interconnection between the systemsto effect the generation reserve
requirement, and how important is the point ofintermnnection to how loads would or
could be scMced, I would hate to scc this project go aheadend then find out that the
merger rdonewould haveraised Sierra Import mpability enough to solve their problems
relating to that.
Sierra haspresentedtheir side that this fine will be enhancedby ther merger. Sierra has
not protidcd any information about how the merger could be used to rcducc the nd for
the tine. .

On page B60, p!eascrcevahratethe location of the tiruras powerline in the close
proximity end in the engineeringconstraints specific to the section where it parrdlelsthe
existing two powertines and the gas pipeline in Washoecounty @oth on the west and ast

101!.29side of Old 395 North Virginia Street). Plase do Ibis consislantly and consider the
problems of interaction between the electric voltage and the mctd pipeline, 1would like a
mmplete analysisof the single and double pole structures through here as that is what is
proposed. I am aware that considerableconstraints are causedby the steepnessof part of ]0Gr
the route and the soils type and displacement the arm., There are placeswhere the clay 14.50

soilsare12 feet deep.
Sierra aslo plans to take credit for the” low cost measures”to reduce Em, but the
engineering, according to Owens (pleasesecIctter ) was done as an economy measure.
fll Sierra would do if the took credit for the Em reduction would be to changethe place
they mcesurcthe Em. N this ara is open and excessable,with most of it being in the
public recreation areaof Ssn RaphaelParkThisisthe areathe will go through the regional
park as WCIIas in the areawith considerable rcsiderstialconstruction, Before this project
is approved, a Rsllrmdysis of what would bc neccssa~ to get the fine Ihrough is neededin

1

01!order to evaluateexactly what would be rrccdcdwhere. There is very tiltle room for
alteration of the line at a later date excerpt routing diversions that would significantly
increasethe cumulative impacts, further degrade the arm and add wnccms about public
health and safety, espwially in conjunction with the hm~ rccr~tionrd usc of the park.
You have rdsofailed to addressthe effwt of the annrsdOrcat Reno Balloon Reccsin the
park nra, This is a conccm not just for the balloonists but for lhc crowds Ilhat roam
end cover the hills to watch. You should rdsownsider the dwrtise in the visual qudty of
the most practiced “Sport” of the whole race, i.e. taking pictures.

Fbsal EIWS, November 1995
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First may I point out that there is considerabledisagreementas to the amount of
construction that this project of expansionin the areaof the Valley road substation
to substitute for the construction ofa whole new substation at Borderto~. . I till cdso

pointoutthatthe 8,000,000 figurethatSiemaquotedto &pen and which Aspen reports
in its document (page B42) hasnow beenammcndedby Sierra dom to three miltion.rmd
this figure is still not as low asit wiu probably go, sin~eSierra is stfll including various
other projected costs and not recognizing significant savings. It is more tikely that
constrocling the Borderto~ SubstationSilt is more expensivethan utilizing the existing
spaceon their 50 someacre parcel in Reno.
I am assumingthat the expansionwould not include the extra spacefor MSadditional
phaseshiRerat this time, dthottgh there would be room for that at North Valley Road, as
well. What Sierra hasnot estabtishcdis why another phaseshifler would be neededin any
case,and why il would rrcccstily bc located at Borcdcrtown, anyway. Certainly not to
serveits native customer load.
What is important is that an expansionof this North Valley substationwouldbea
expansion of the samotype of facihty in an areathat is rstreadyappropnatly zoned and
dovcloped for this lype of facility. 1ssaddition to Sierras electicd facititics of the Vdlcy
and the North Vdlcy subs,there is sometype ofgeneralion facitity and two major Gaa
facility, dl of which arc much more visurdly prorninant than the expansionthat would be
part of the Bordertown replacementfacifity. Sierra owns a big chunk of land (at least 54
acres)and this proposed expansionis about in the wtrter of it. There is plenty of vacant
land available. If you add up the acr~gc of the various utifity usc in the contiguous area
and throw in the industril plant that manufacturesheadstones, you will find that the
addition of tha Bordedown substationreplacementaddition will representa mirror
incrwse in the total amount of land in this areathat is usd for thoseprsrposes.It would
also not add to the visual impactspactssinceno matter what is done, the characterof the
arm is already establishedby what is there. I appreciateMr. Owens ~ncems about the
impact of what people tit haveto look at, but I might add that Sierra hasneveroffered to
do any mitigation to lessenthe impact of what is there for the 40 + ywa of its existence,
and was not irrcorperating any vismdmitigation or visual enhancement associatedwhh the
smaller expansionthey were proposing to this era aspart of this project, in any case.In
Sierra’sassertio~ through Mr. Owenstestimony, that art expanded project would not be
permitted by the City of Reno is not credible. I don’t think the City would be able to stop
them, particultiy if the City is getting the benefit.ofthis power. Why Sierra County
would be askedto put up with the visual degradationof the historic Long Vsdleyareato
preserveSiema’s50 acre existing substationsite in Ihe hmrt of hdfa dozen examplesof
cut and fill and three major unsightly utility facilities is the ordy question here,especially
if Sierra county doesn’t get the power and Reno’s “neecY’is what is dtiving the project.
Additional point relating to this assertionwas done inconnection with exhibit JCO-12.
Thiswas an areal view of the areathat did not representthe topography or the type of
visual barriers that are presentaccurately.Thereare three groups ofpcoplc who would be
impacted by the cons!mction, either aspart of sierra preferred plan or as part of an
expansionto relocate the Borderto~ facilities to the North Valley Road site. The first

I

I

group weld be on the residentsover the hiti and to the west ofconstNclion. They would
not be viwdy impacted, but m.ght hear the work These people however, are already
experiencingconstruction activity related to addtiond housesbeing built right in their
neighborhood that would supercedeannoyancefrom this project, The neighborhood build
out will continue aRer any substation work has beerscompletd.
The secondgroup ofpeoplc would be the residents who tive within sight of the existing
VadlcyRoad and North valley road substation. The majority of thesearc smrdl densely
populated modular / motidehomecomsmsrrhiesplasrtrd and built in the past sevcd YWS.
Orrc in particular is totally sheilded from the site of artyof the existing utilities by a big cut
into the hillside that was done specifically to sheild the people from that view. This would
bc the Sun Villa estates,and Ihcy arc the closest in proximity to the site of expansion.
Additional Mobile home comtrrdties are being built in the arq but these arc Rtrther
away, and the developers are building thesewith visttd barriers, as well. In any case,to
seeto the new additio% thesepeople have to look over the gas transfer station and the
exisling Valley Road bus work. to get to the view ofthc cxpaerdcdsubstation. The build
out of thesearms which are rdmost complete till be the last residential construction in the
area. to the Northeast of Comstock M1l.
I am quite sure that Sicrr% could mmc up with mitigation plans that, ifrrpplied to the
proposed substation expansionand to the existing substation facilities would more than
adcquatly makeup for the any temporary inconvenience and noise they would haveto put
up with. The type of mitigation I am trdking about is what Sierra now proposes on the
ncw substationsbyway ofutting hmdscrrpitrgtechniques and plantings to make facititics
lessvisually obnoxious than the older ones, such as ValleYNorth Valley Road substation.
If Sierra were to apply thesetecrriquesto the existing ,as weti as a ncw facitily or
expansionsat Vallc~North Vrdley Road, possibly the over rdl tisual qurdity could be
eahancd. This would also benefit the third group ofpeopl~ visuauy impacted, those
being the people who dtive past the existing substation on the locrd arterial, Mc Carren
Blvd. .

1ssany WSO,1do not feel that the a substation shodd be utilized at Valley road.to
acmmodate 345kv intercomrectiott. There is not an acceptable way to get that voltage
line through the surrounding areaand into the substation that compares with the
dterrtative of utilizing the spaceadjacent to the D C corridor and terminating the ~mcnear
Tracy. I offered this as part of my initial testimony questioning the logic of using a
Substationat Bordcdown asa constrain of routing into Reno, ifa 345 Kv line was
conshsgin rm~ay.

o1:.:2
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needfor the345 into [he North Valley Road is” to reduce ihc rctiancc of the system on

the 345 kv buswork at Tracy”. This could be awmplishcd by interconnectiontrteither
Nofih Valley Road or al Mra Loma substation.

Q.-w wkmMItiul~ti~~ .~e
34-W ~~~tiffl

y8 *7
A Thisrelatesto theakumative mentionedabovethatwould use kc DC corridorand

iwrrrrld terminalc al Ihc vicinily of Ihc cxisling substation thcrcrflfi ‘reason I am not more
specific about how an interconnection would be made is there arc several possibititics

~nd tho~ ~m~wa[tm
u MYsuggcsled akumalivc is to mTEGRAT~additionalpower and capacily into the
Central District from Tracy, just as onc would have to integrate it were it to tcnninatc at
North Valley road, as proposed. I do not advocate the coristmction of additional 120Kv
into tho TnrckceMeadows areaexcept where it will bc needed, and then only as it is

n

needed,to serve the area, We don’t needbulk transmission capacity coming into Reno via
an additional 345 kv line or a bank of 120kv Iincs, The addition of the 345 kv line is not
going to saveany 120 kv construction related to the needsof the Tnrckeemeadowsarw
unlesswe want MSentire ring aroung the TwkeeMeadows at 345. I don’t believe such
would bc even a remote pofitical possibi~ty,.% Reliability into the wntral distric of the
Tnrckcc Meadows that will bc added as a rcsrdt of the alternative~TtW*’<4
capability to the Rcno/Sparks area and till bypasssystem problems of345 Iincs East of
Tracy ,or a shut down at Valmy. This will providesyslcmrctiabllily,a big componentof
crrstircrcliabitity issue that hasbeen raised.~ This possiblo mntingcncy was certainly
given asa primary reasonfor reliability conccms by the company when this project was
initiated.

hr the drafi environmental document, the conclusion thnt the !crmination of this Iinc is
necessaryat North valley road is inmmplcte and flawed.
September4 Ictter from DanWood js a casein point. Point one is not addressed,since ,as
far as 1know, Sierra hasno firm ~mmitmcnt to import power over this line, assuring
availabiflty. It is also possible that the full 300kv capacity on tilis line JScomnskedto serve
other utifitics,
Point two of Mr. Woods Ictter mcnlions only onc ofscvcrai aitcmatives that couid solve
tile problcm oflhe increasing flow. Ifa pathwere opcrrcdto the East from Tracy with out
ilavirrg to go throu@ Rcno ,scveral akcmatives utifizing the 120 kv systemwould open
up. If the systcm were to cnhanccd from Ihc Tmcy substation and iookcd nt as a whole
systcmwith Iho possibifily of being reinforced from Tracy, it could be done. The variety of
akcmativcs thatare part of tkc 1990 Eiec!ricalMaster Piantncntionseveralpossibititics.
Two thingsin that documentar~ a) theassertionthattheadditionof345 into the sys!em
will not reducethe 120 kv constructionthatwill be required,and theonly reason for the

If the Alturas systemwere hooked in at Tracy substarwiairclaibiihybehcfits would occur. -
Indcpcndcntof theenhancementof the 120kv systcmdistributionsystcm by the addition
ofrm additional indcpcndcnt source of345, thcm is concern that the buswork at Tracy
would s!ill be a point of exposure. This exposure is a component ofrciiability, but in
order to assesits significoncc, scverd tissuesand possibililitcs must be raised. Are busses
the site of common problems? Arc there adequate measuresin ploce to to insure bus
protection? Arc there cnhanccmcntsor retrofits to older bussesthat might improve
rciiabihty ? Could ncw unrelated buswork bc installed in the vicinity of the Tracy sub ti]at
would aviod the existing buswork? in any caseit seemsthat this timited exposure would
not by itsclfjustify the additional expenseand dcgrcdation to ti]c urban areasthat would
be ncccssa~ if the fine were to RO into the urban areasthroursll citl]cr Rrmo. Snarks. or
Wasiloe County.

,.,

None of thesewere considered in the drafl.EIWS, yet Ihcsc possibilities were tile first
ones mentioned by people, inciuding electrical tcchnitions and engineers i~crewho are
famiiinr witil Sierras Systcm but am not part of the Akuras team.

According to my contacts, irr!erconncction at Tracy would ailow for other cnhrmcctnents
to improve scrvicc and rcliobility. Rciiability West of Tracy will bc additionally ershancti
by the addition ofthc Pinion Power Plant, whether or not Alturas goes in asplanned.
Rciiabiiity, aswcii as additional capacity, can be firthcr achcivcd by double ending
existing transmissionfines in the vicinity of Tracy to the Akuras tine as opposed to the
Tracy -Valmy sourceThiswould bc cquivclcnt (o adding capability at Bordcrtowrr IO s(cp
down power to the 120kv ,Iiaving an additional source of 345 power at Tracy w;li a ncw
support sourcoof electricity to the growing arws of SparkJ Spanish Springs which is
certoirrly more ofa groMh area than the North Vailcy area.Future development could
utilize a connection with facifitics at the Tracy end, mtiler titan expansion fiomValicy
Road Substation acrossSun Vaiicy.arrd Ihc developed parts of Sparks. Step downs from
345 kv at Tracy certainly would not have to bc as much as 120kv, 60kv or smaller could
bc utilized as nccdcd.
Finally, [here could bc IiICpossibility of adding a backup from the Tracy side toruna

second 345 parclicl iinc to the existing Tracy- Mira Loma Lhrc.utilizing an extension of
the the Akuras source. Tilcrc is also an option toutiiize the path from the Nevada
Akumativc corridor into Tracy, but not hookup at Tracy. and to parallel the existing
345 path bciwcen to interconnect with the Central District at Mira Loma directly from the
Aituras source, Tlds option would avoid the exposure at the Tracy 345 bus. I do not
bciieve that the areabctwccn Tracy and Mira Loma substation (also a 345kv focilily) is
constrained by urban development or iand use conflicts such as are present in the cxis!ing
patk bclwccnTracy and NortiI Vailcy Road or the proposed rou!c acrossthe cas[cm side
of Pcavine. Theseare thetype of measuresthat will substantiallyincrcascrefiabiiityin
the Tmckcc Meadowsareawilhout any tircasof tile Tmckce Meadows, either North
Valleys or Sparkstrying to absorb the impact ofa 345KV line or a bank of 120 kv Iincs to
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rcplaccit. Even SierraPacific does not say that Reno would needany where near the
capacity of a 345 kv of energy to “sallowfor growth.”

As always, the issuerrdghtcome down 10money, !hc additional Icnght ofthc line and the
possibility of siteson the Nevada al[umative for Phasestifler site oulside ofthc existing
subs!aliens,
Money. The line Icngth that Sierra quoted for the Nevada Alternative would bc rcduccd
by Ihc distcnw betweenTracy and Sparks, and the substantial premium that Sierra
undoub!ably added to theNcvada allcmative associa~edwhh crossingttis area.
The length of this Iinc should be considcrd in the context ofwhcrc most of this rsowcr is

ocr.
14.59

going. By avioding fouling through Rcrro, the Nevada alternative provides a pr~lty ~r~t
route through Nevada to the mines and markcla East of Tracy. .
The Nevada allcmativc would allow for siting opportunities for a substation adjacent to
Tracy or on private or pubfic lands withinthe samerangeofdis!ancebctwccn what is

proposed from Bordcrtown to North valleyroad. It shouldbc possible to site a substation
that would avoid the seriousproblems encountcrd at the Bordcrtown site., since the land
usc around the Nevadaallcmalive in[crscction whh the 345 am.dors is already
encumberedby utilities

A look al Ihc map would seemto indicate Ihat hrclinc (Tahoe) reliability sould be
enhand from the East sideof the system just ~ie all the other interwnnection. It also
appcrarsthat Inclind Tahoe is a!rmdy “Double Ended” so is not solely dependent on a
supply from North Vrdley.

I

II

Sierra may say that the degreeofreliabitity offered by the proposed dtemative tiuou~ $ ‘i

Tracy is still not what il would be with the direct br!erwnnwlion whh the 345 at VaRcy / ‘<. 7
Road.~C dcgrws, I am unable to argue about. However, R should be pointed out that ~.

in the seclion in the vicinity of Keystone Canyon Evans Creek Csnyo~ Rancho San
RaphaeltheNorth Vrdley Apartment CompleA and the areo to the cast of 395, WSCC
criteria relatd to reliability arc being tiolatcd by tho proximity of the Iincs. This would
also undoubtable be the caseifa 345 were run through Sparks to North Vdly Road
Substation, That reliability cant bc met in these populated arms should also be part of
the quasion of benefits vs liabilities in the various routing options.

3
. . .
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Sierra is anticipating that they will increaseimport capacity ofthier system by 300 kv with
the project. The capaciiy will be used to further other objectives. awording to exhibit
LB7 the largest portion of this capacity will go to serving the BPA power customers that
Sierra provides transmissionscrvim to. Acmrding to this exhibit, the bcncfrts 10BPA
include a new “path”, so I assumethey would be sending it in to Sierras transmission
systemthrough the proposed intcrtio at Nlums. Thescwnd major user would bc WWP
and Sierra asa combined company. Thispower would not be imported through the
A[turas interconnection as energy would probably be aclually channeled in through the
existing Idahoc intertie in the north easternpart on the state,.sincethe import limit would
be relaxed. ~sourses are closer to that point than to Mturas. 1expect this energy would
be available to scwc andexpand Iho Sierra / Washington Water Power transmission
customer basethrough those interties, The remainder ofthc energy would be tt!ilked to
scwe the grow.ng needsprimarily ofmirdng customers in the Eastern pm ofthc state
that is fueling the Systemwide growth of Sierra, as well as provide additional Aes to
transmission customersoutside of Sierras cument scticc area who wasstto have accessto
some of Sicrra’apower.Thesewould inchrdc PhrmasSierra RE& TrrsckceDonnerPUD
(which is expecting to gel 30MW ofcspacity off this line, according to their testimony at
the CPUC hmring in Reno) and possiblcPG and E customers. Power might also be
would also be available to expand the supply into the Central Dis!rict, es referred to in the
“Reliability” I addressedabove, Most ofthc capacity that will bc brought in as a rcsull of
thisproject\villnot be to neededto supply tho growth that is projected within the
Truckee Meadows areaof sierra System. Ttia must be addressd in light of the
Geramendi act,aswell as the laws under which LADWP was granted thiseasement.
The availability oftho Nevada dlumative to keep this Interstate projwt energy on an

existing interstate transmissioncom.dor must be fully addressed.

. . .
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BorrrrovllloPowsrrAdmlnlstralion

SLP.IIJ To T“AY S.li 5q./.~@/

Ttis section saysSierra needs more because sierra Mys it n~g more, There is no ‘
RedmondCutiomecServlooCenter demonstrationof the ditTerencebetweenwhat Sierrahasin termsof fletitihty, relatedto

3856Waal Hlflhway120 how it sewes loed9 now. Any transmission system hasIhrrksend a lackof trammdssion
R~mond, OR 07768

capacity does not translate Iogicdly (directly) into a lack of service, You hswcnot
addressedreliability yet, and in view of your lest swtion re; the expansionof Id
generation, you have laid rro basefor retd conwms abut reliabtity,

This section leavesthe impression that Sierra hasnot beenable to import adquatc
“economy energy”, The Akur~ intetiic in going to the very sesncsourcestidy
available to Sierra through the Idaho intc~ie. ISthelackof accessto “ceonomy-* i
Rnrctionofaninadequateinterric that has no physical capacity 7 No new sorsrccsof
power will be made available to Siewa whh ttis intcrtic,

If Sierra haslinrhcd awess to more awnom.c wpplies, plwsa cxplahr how it could
buy out its “firm” contracls on existing lines and substimte new chcapcr firm sources
without going to the cxpenw of building AJturas. Po9sibly,you havefded to d~crcntiatc
economy energy benefits to Sierre’awholesale customers asopposed to it’s retd (native
load) wstomerg i.e. “spot n purchasesto wholesale purcbrs irr larms of the flexib~ty it
gives them VS,the constraints ofrcliabilily on the native load. Reliability 10[ho wholesale
cmbcdrfcd mstomers can bdere addrcss~ by Ihe intcrw~wlion theselond9 have to the
other utility companies that service theseareas,in addilion 10Sierra (ldaho power,
PacificCorp)

Mr. DerrSilvcrfa,Managsr
SurptiseVallay Elaatdflmtlon Corporation
P,O.BOX691
Akur~, CA 96101

Mr Dan:

OnMarch30, 1995,you &lled mow.ti somowncarnsMB* StormPaclfloPower Company’a
(SPPCO)pmposd 345 kV Afrrrra fmorrio PmjccI..~o cransdssion Ibro wouldspasrroughly161mRos .
from tha ticbdty of~turas, Califotia to Rcno,Nwsrta. Currentlyho projwl isoxpectcd2ssbomtcdbl-
dh~liorrrrllyat 300MW, no BonnevillePowerAdmhristration(BPA) hasthoop!lontousoupto
110W coservoEPA’sNorthcmNevadatrrmsforIoadahcludlngWcl19RuratElw!rio Compmy ,
MC) ~d HamsyEIccIrfoCooparaIiwr~C). Condngcntupon~cemcrrtacurrorrllyundur
ncgodmlon,SPP(:OandWashin@onWaterPowerm) will usoup1090 h2Wfortransferbchvccnmch
uthcri SPPCOtill uscrhorew”ndcrforIU ownugc.

Yourcorreemgwororelated~othebenefitsprodd~ to Surpd$oValleyEl~tdfiwtion Corporatlon(SWC)
andBPAasa rwull of wmplotion of theproj~[, PleaseunderstandthaIrhocontracrshavonoIbwrs
firurlid andthatdds~tirnratloniswbjwl tocbarrgo,

BPAboncfitstim thoproJeotie rhatWC andHEC muldbosewedmommlinblyendnta rrubstmstietly
IowcrQst, bsaddition,BPA’a intcrconrrcotionwith rhoprojwt protidog aomowppon to thoNorthwMt
h[ortio durhrgoutagc$.HutmostMporran!ly,EPA’s htcrwrurwtiors with theprojsatMll boectieved at

- csmrrdal[yno cotit10EPA, I

You ols~askti how muchmpacky wouldbowrnbrBoff tio 230kV MathstoWamorIbso,As I . “ 1

understandtoday,drmwutd smountto 110MW for WREC andHEC, andfrom 50 to 90 W for SPPCO,
Tho Malhs.WarnerIkrc~ a wpabiliryofapproxbnatcly500MW, !

I hopotin adrtrcsmayour wrrsams, Ifyeu bsveRrrtherqumtionsor wnwfi plmm feelh to @ntaet
me.

Sincerely,

ti~
D@el E. Bloycr -. —. —.-. . . ... . . .
Awuat Exwwtivo

/’~
\

Wal EIhfM<mber 199S ,. .) . .
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PageA.2 I Please nolc thntplM approval was not roule spwific.

The last paragraph shows no relation of the prefemed routing to the wcgt and the tig
loads at the Eastern edgeof [he systemexcept 10mention the “above averagegro~h” of
the htorthValleys endTahoe. Plwse compare the above average growth in the North
Valleys and Tahoe areain tcrnrs ofthc total dcmend on the system10Ihc above averogc
grotih in the rsdting district.

A.6.22
The systemwide surplug in the 1995-96 timo RameIn fi~re 3 is subsbmtid. The

additions of Phrion and the Tracy CVS are preaent~ a~if Rcno/ Sp~ks must bc able to
gcncrato all their own electricity within the Reno ~~ grkJ,The resourcesand Irrtartle$[n
the entiresystcmare filly hrtcgrated The major generation resource in the $yste~ Vdmy,
II,asbuilt to sctice Iha Reno area loads, Showinga resourcedeficitin the Renokw

(particularlywhen you don’t mention the resource surplus that exists within Ihc other two
areasidentified in figuro 6; 3 ) is srdsleading, If reliability of the source, or concemg
aboul line los9 for Iransadgsionbetween Vdmy Md the Rcnoer~ plase consider these
issuesin light of the reliability and the tresssmissiontinelossbetw~rr thehydrosourcesin
the Pacific Northwest and the Reno area,
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10 Ike purpose and need seclion, there should be some inform81ion as to site @fic

project benefits to irnercormection at Bordertown,Tracy,Nofi VWv ~ W tima,
What prompted this question was Siwa’s assertion thatinterwmrtiion to placcaother
!hanValley roadwouldrcqukcve~ expensivemotiwtion to efisting systems. (SW
GaV Munier’s notes on the Nevada Ntemative, Atrgust 194). This assertionis in
cotict with d the informationav~abfc in the 1990ElectriA Mer Plm ad is
inconsistentwith what I know about Siema’sIntcrties end di~niution system.

In 1990 \he Borderto~ propertywas purch~, Sierra’splannedusewasat tkat time
inconsistent with the genwsdlanduseplan(that wasin theprocessofbeiogfo~!ttd).
For a substation,, Sierra would dso have to violate ados covwarsIs Md restridions on
thatparcel,and would have to get a speoid use permit. Thsy didnot participatesin the
reviewof theGncral LandUse Plan. They did not makeapplicationfor a Wkd use
permit. They made no attempt to rcconeile the CC~d R’swith theirphsrmeduse of the
parcel. Yet, in the PEAthe BordcrtownsubstationgheisreferraltoccM ‘exisdrrg
substationsite”,andrdlrouteswereconstrainedbyIMSparcelIwtion,asisthoIocation
of the parcelthat is the current prcfwd rdtomatc. How did this parcel qdl$ ss art
“existing substation site,” and does that justi~ the use of such a pi~ of lend as a routing
constraint? If so, wnsiderhrg the time kctor between 1990 and the projti study and
proposal datitrg Rom 1993, why arcn’1the growth inducbrg bsspactof this site wverd in
fill in the EWS/S?

Re Why the Noreh Valley Road Subgtafion Was elindnatcd as a possible Iowtion for the
location of W tituras Project apparatus, thus etiminatkrg tho nwd for a Bordertow
substation.

kc new residences(those built since 1990,0r so) Iowtd closer to the possible
areaof cxpmsion of the substation at North Valley Road than to the tistbrg Sierra Pacific
facilities at that site? How far from residenceswouldthe new substation e~ansion (or the
proposed smdlcr substation expansion) be? This wodd not epply to regidenwslocated
onIhe west sideofthc hill, asthosehousesare out of sightof dl the indudd ar~ on the
eastof the hill

R% Bordertownsubstationshe
Ifit isdetcrmitrdthat the locationofthc Bordcrtown mbstation is not ~nably

situatd to Reno’gdistribution n~s and is tied to a desire fir regioti ~kets (k part,

through interconnections at North Vdey Road sub) how doesthisinformationcffw [he
legitimacyof sayingasihe DraR ENS/S does thBt there is no reasonto anticipate
expmsion from this site. The fi~, long-term errtiromrsentd impacts must b studied and

brcorpotated as part of this document.

101:2s

10
GP.
14.66

Rcfercnc8 I intertieAkema!ive to NevadaPower.
Document: DraR EWS
PageB-63

QuesliotiCornrnerU: Statemenl one. “...ordy p~id rctief...:’ ~CR is !he fiti n~ for

300 Kv of capacity asa “need” been documented in this study? Where IStherday~
betweenwhal Sierra carscontinue to supply to its customcrg, both ret~ and whol~e, vs
what Sierra migh~be Ale to sell to new customers if they had more mpacity .How much
exaclly would have to be resewe? 1sreserve a “rteed” theme as Nativo load customer
expansion? Do both quatifi as “n~”. Would 50 actua31ydo tho trick? wmdd 200 do
the trick? does Sierra Actually tsoedmore than this proj~ \M supply if L~ needsan
allotmwt and REA want to buy more from Sierra?

Statement IWO. Sierra Pacific haabeen directed by the Nevada Public SeAce
Commission 10 make interconnection with Nevada Power. Sinco Sierra abwdy has
direct accessto the Pacific Northwest with its cumcrtt intetic (which is not uo 10capacity,
as far as how much can physicdy be import4*) how does your concessionabout “WSI
effective” hold up. What costs are you andytirrg to come to this conclusion? Sierra
could utilize the Nevada Akemative corridor and other existhg mrridors between the
two areas,were those included when you considered wsts? Aspen should have detailed a
moreindependentassessmentto supportthe e~rtation of this a3temative.

Slcrra contention that it would not improvereliebtity to tho RenoWe Tahoe
arm is without logic or foundation. An intctiie conrrmion to sury345 subatadon into the
Central District will improve reliability, becauseit js so integrated. An interconnection
wilh Nevada Power could involvean imcrcormtiion at M Lomasubstatio~whichis
deemedasdesirableas interconnectionto North ValleyRoad, TheTahoeload isacrually
serviced most directly from the Mm Loma substation

* Sierra’scurrent plan caRsfor brercasirrgthe importflow over the existingintertieto the
Pacific Noflhwest not with the c~attsion of their fadities in the north-errs amer of
thestate,butjust by virtue of the relued tit ~turu would give, From where that
source is developedto relax the overall systemtimitap~ to h somewhatimmaterial,
sointerconnectionto the Southern part of the state such as in theNevada Poweroptions
wouldwork aswell. 10allow Siemkmore awessto the “eh~ powti’ to W northwest,

Reference: Chart
Document: Dra~ EWSIS
PageA-20
Questioti Comment This chart, becauseh is not awmparded by the exttive
supplementalinformationnws~ to qlain theimpactofra updates(wch asCT2
and Pinion) or Sierra’s commitment to expanding the geothemrrd resources in its ow
territo~. This chart is deEcient dw in that it Icavesthe bsspre$sionthat the Miies
proiidirrgfor utifitypurchaseson firm convactsw be (would be)just be abandoned

7
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,. P.5,7,-—. -
P. m........ ....

~sti~rn*9.

Q. PLEASESWPLY~FOWATIONREOW~O YOURASSERTIONTHAT

CRITICAL NEED FOR ~ ENERGY FROM ~S PRO~CT W ~~~

FUTURE HAS NOT BEEN DEMONSTRATED BY SWRRA

A (Pleases= EtiIbh LB -65). This chti was gupplied by Siemaand WM usd to

demonstrate the need for ttig project.While thischartshowsthatthere is mrrently be 900

MW ofpowerexistingresources,the Companydirectlycontradictsttis rcprcscrrtaliorrin

ptcpnreddirecttestimonybeforethe CPUC regardingthe proposedmergerof W8shirrgeon

Waler Power CompanyandSierra. Sims’s Vice PresidentGeraldW. Canningtulificd

I ?ompanycurrentlyhas1,016 MW of inglrdled generatingcapacity.He Rrrtherstates
I

thePioion project will add an additional 100MW of resource to the systemirr early

7 WhiletheseaddhionsarenotshownonExhibh6,when included, it is obviottg that

; additional 200+ MW in “etisting resources” till leave the Company opctatkg fully

Ihin its “Total Capacity Requirement” without the addhion ofatsy utitity purchaseaon

~urasor any of the other sever trmsndssion projects Sierra currently hagunder

sidetalion. This againis in direc[contradiction(o [hatrepresentationon Sierra’schart

I it hashadlow planningreservessince1993. .

~.

~al EIWS, November lb95
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04-20-lW 12:5W1 F~ Wade Dcvc lop~nt Co~any TO 6W3W4 P,rrl

\VADE DEVE~P~NT CO~AW, ~C,
917Tdos Boulcvad,Sulk20SA

kti.o Wll,ge, NV 894S1

T*l19ham. (101]631.81S4 F,,,.ti< {lm) 1120!74

VIAFACSIMILE (7~) 689-3384

April 20, 1995

General Public
Comment Set 15

Mr. ScanThomas
SierraPacificPowerCompany
P,o. Mx 10100
Reno, NV 89S20

Dw Starr,

I arrrwndrrgthisIel!er10offw our srrengsuppersfor sheAIIurasInlefle projccl, As
a large land developerbr Nom Nevada, we welcomethe Allures Intefie as a major
enhrrnwmcntto theexistingelcclrid systemandtheassociascdserviwsprov$dcd10ctlsromers.

Aswehavediscusd onnumerousoccasions,our3,500acreindustrialparkdevelopment
inFernloyisprojcctcdto‘rquiraa signifiml incrmscin energydemandsfor the vtious
hrdusld~mlwting hereoverthenext18 [o24 mon!hswd beyond. It is egserrtil that we am
collectively able to provide ample clwtrlcity al mmpclitivc rates in order to secure these
polerrti~ usersand boost the mnomy. Wausc of thesizeandscopeof our industiti pask,
fulfillmentof thisneedwill gwlly effwt theovcdl economicdevelopment,jobscration wd
pmspedryof our greatStateof Nevada.

Sincerely,

~%

fl-~&
atic M. Wade

Presl t

oGP.
1s.1

TOT% P.Stl
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1CON1)hllC llkVklO1>MEN1AUT1{OIIITV
WESTERN NEVADA

n.,,o . S,,”,k,. Tattoo

April 19, 1995

Mr. SIrrnTbonsas
Dircclor
EconomicDcvclopmcrrlDcpnrlmcnt
SicrrnPncificPolvcrCommmy

General Public
Comment Set 16

1,.(). I]ox Ioloo . -

itCllO, Ncvmkl 89520-0400

RE: II [E ALrURAS INTEIVrlE

Dcnr Slnn:

Wc rrItbe EconomicDcvcloprncntAulborily of WcstcmNcvrrdaarcpleasedto Icnrnof Sicrrn
PncificPowerCompany’sinitintivcto constructu transmissionline from Alturns, California 10
Rcno, Ncvrrdn.

1
\\~~beli~vcIIUII Illis illi[inlivc will providen very imporlrrntproductSollgbl by all incrcnsing

numberof ndvmrccdtcclmologycompanies.. dcpcmkdrlcand conrpctitivcly-priced clcclric

I
o:;power, Wc nrcalsopleased10 scc (bat IIIC conrprrrrywill bc rrndcrtakingcxtcnsivccnviromncnlnl

studiesthatwill minimize impac!s10Ikc cnviromncnt,

It is, Ibcrcforc,our plcnsurcto supportIbis projectwbicbwill bc n very valunblcdcvclopmcnt
bntbIbr rclocntingrrndcxis[irrgcomprrniestbnlarcseekingto cxprmdwithin Ibc Truckcc
hicudowsrrrca. 1

SJnccrcly,

Ktil./nlI

5190 NEILROAD, SU~E I1I ● nCNO, NEVADA 09S02 . 702.029.3700. FAX 702.029.3110

MI EIWS, November 1995
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WiLLIAM L. D’OLIER
Geothermal EnergyConsulIan!

ColifarnlaRegls!eredGealagl$tNo. 1863

lJ!. [.t , .,. ,,, ,.;

20 April 1995

Julie lIalligan/PeterIhumrsCPUC/BLN
% Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwaad Street, Suite 218
Agaura Wills, CA 91301

General Public
CommentSet17

Re: State Clearinghouse No. 92042001
CPUC Application No. 93-11-018
BLM Cage No. CACA-31406

Dear Ns. Ifalligan and Mr. Wumm:

I would like to make several comments, as invited during the 60-day
public review period for the Draft EIR/S on the Alturae Trane-
missgianLine Project. My views focus on the benefits that would
accrue to Madoc County, California if the propoged 345kv line
between Rena and Alturas is approved under CPUC/DLM authorities.

-
The mast significant near term benefit to Modoc County would be the
increased assurance of reliable electric power supply. No criti-
cism is implied here on BPA and PacifiCarp performances with the
existing 230 and l15kv lines into the Warner gubstatian in Alturas.
}iowever,this past winter has proved again the vulnerability of
power lines to Pacific etorms in elevated terrain. The very
curiaue forest fire along California State Wighway 299 several
eummers ago, which seriouely threatened the Round 140untainjunction
on the primary California-PacificNorthwest power corridor, is
another example of contemporary risk to COB transmisgian agsetg.
These aseets are also critical to Nodoc County. The proposed
345kv intertie will lift the County from ite “end of the line”
status to a host role for a unique triple junction for power
tran9fers. The anticipated large power flows moving north-south
on Alturas-Reno line, will afford mare efficient reeponsee to
seasonal power demands. This new capacity will benefit the utility
participants and the reeidents of Madoc County with higher quality,
mare reliable electric power and at possible lower cast if FERC
deregulation objectives prove successful. ,

Additionally, the 345kv intertie would present an unusual bonus in
its lightwave communication (fiber optics) capacity. Considering
the implicating presented in the article “Lightwave Communi-
cations: The Fifth Generatian81in the just publighed scientific
American special issue - The Computer in the 21st Century, this
feature might yield societal and economic payoffs to Alturas area
residents that may rival the benefits of the U.S. Wighway 3g5
connection to Reno.

My greater personal interest attaches to the future enhancement
of the geothermal electric power potential of Modoc County that
would come with the 345kv intertie. Your respective agencies
probably are aware of two pertinent public documents; Assessment
of Geothermal Resources in Madoc County, CA by Eliot Allen &
Associates, Inc. 1986 as funded by the California Energy Commission
and DOE/EIA-0544 issued September 1991 entitled Geothermal Energy
in the liesternUnited States and llawaii: Resources and Projected
Electricity Generation Supplies (see enclosed Table B-1 for
projected megawatt capacities at Kelly Hat Springs and Suprise
Valley). Aside from these encouraging publiehed conclusions,
geothermal electric power ig presently unable to compete with
natural gas-fired combustion turbine generating options which now
dominate the market for new power capacity. Moreover, several
critical iggueg pose at least a 5-year period of uncertainty
through the year 2000. These include the impacts of electric
utility deregulation, the consequences of masgive utilization of
a low cost, combustion capacity in the gas-fired turbine option
and the C02 emiseion question. Accordingly, the electric grade
geothermal potential of Nodoc County may lie fallow for 5 years or
so. Such delay may close the matter in most deliberations.
Uowever, these hydrothermal energy assets have very long life
spans, in rangee of 105 to 106 years. The proposed new 345kv
transmission capacity will advance the opportunity to produce a
clean, reliable electric power supply from the geothermal resources
of Modoc County.

oCP.
17.3

The Alturas Transmission Line Project deserves the approvals of
the CPUC and BLM. I will be pleased to respond to any questions
which my views may raise; my bueiness telephone is 805-832-5786.

Sincerely,

Encloeure ~*g&

cc S. Kessler
Planning Director
Modoc County

310HumeLane . Sakersfis~d,CaYardo933W-2427U.SA. (8M)832-5786
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Tabla B1. ProJected Capacllle9 of Hydrothermal Resourco Sltos In the Western United Stales
ond Hawaii (Continued)

(Magawalls Elaclric)
__ —-— — -..—. ——.—— —....

Copaclly
_-... —-. —-—— — _.— —

ImprovedTochnolo~ymrd
Oaso Caso AccaloralodExplomlimrCaso

—-...—----.———- ----
StelelROsourcoSite 1995 2010 2030 2010 2030

. . . . .. .. . .. . . .. .. . ... . ... . .. ..-. - “--...... . ...-. . ... .. . . ... . . ... . . . .. . . . . .- ... ..

Tabla B1. Projectad Capscltlaa of Hydrothermal Resourca Slles in the Weatorn Urrlled Slates
ond Howall
(Magawalls Elacltic)

Capacity

ImpmvsdTochrrolooyond
BarreCaso Accolmalod Explorelion Ceso

—— .-—.. —— —
1995 2010 2030 2010 2030
-—---- ... --— .—--— -.. .. ... .- ..- .. ...!

StatelResource S110
. . . . . .. . -—.. .. .. . .. . ....-..”. . . . .. .. .

Adzono
. Power Rrmclms . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

CellfOrnlo
Ofawloy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
8uckoye l+S . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
ClearLak e . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
CosolChhm Loko . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Easl Mesa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

..-..-.-—

950
950

640
1,270
900
t.000
500

2,000
oao
500

3,000
350
750
1,600
3,000

250
330

3,000
600
1,490
050
1,710
2,000
27,080

1,350
200
1,030
2,680

300
1,000
1,300

300
2,000
1,800
1,000
5,100

New Moxlco
Rio G1ando Rilt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vallos Coldma . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

ToteI . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Nevedoa
Boowawo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Dosed Paak . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Dlxlo VrdtOy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Toll . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

OrOgOn
3Ctooks Bullo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Alvmd Dosa[t . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Klenlalh Foils . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Nowbmry . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Vale . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...!.

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Utoh

120
250.
370

300
1,000
1,300

240
250
490

GOO
1,000
l,GOO

o
300
380

350
500
500
G50
3G0

2,000
275
250

l,lGO
100
350
500
750

100
130
500
250
500
250

150
1,000

10,645

540
50

410
1,000

100
200
300

200
500
720
250

1,670

190
190

150
250
500
G50
3G0

2,000
275
250
300
llG
250
500
500

25
65

500
125
250
250

50
500

7,G66

540
25

205
770

50
100

i60

25
250
360

30
665

475
475

300
635
900
650
360

2,000
GGO
250
760
250
500

1,GOO
2,000

G5
1G5

1,000
330
500
G50
150

1,500
15,265

1,350
!00
515

1,965

t 50
500

650

100
1,000

900
195

2,195

0

lG
20
GO
9G

50
100
250
400

130

500
500

1,130

150
250
250

250
1.000

500250
107 650 1,750

Goyso(s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Glamls . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Hober Goolhotmal . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Kelly Hot Spdnos . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Lossmr . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Lono Volley (LT) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Long Volloy (NT) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Modlclrm Lohe . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Niland (sac Snllon Saa)
Randsburo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
noun. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
SallOn SOa . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
SOspo HS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .,
Surpdso volloy . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Wandoll . . . . . ...4 . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Woslmmolond . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Wdbur HS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

2,000

500
100
500
250
G50

2,200

100
100
100
100
425
025

500
200
500

1,000

1,0G2
3,262

2,000
575

100

2,000
1,500
2,000
8,075

20

25

2
2

10
30
40

150
250
400

500
500

1,000

300
250
550

COvOFOfl . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
ROosOvell Sprhrgs. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Tool . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

1,000
500

1,500195

Washington
M1. Qakm, . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. . . . . . . .

10
25
25

lI,GG1

200
200

27,442

50
500

2,G43

400
400

50,335Grand Totcrt . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17,9s5
2,697

aStillwalerlSoda Loke and Slaamboat Spdrqts wmo ossumod 10bo similar 10olhm silos, nnd wam Included under Iho olhm silos.
Soufcw PoIIv, S., Livasay, B.J., ond Govor, J.. SUPPIY Of Goolhofmaj pOWOf horn tfydrolhormal SmrrCOS: A study of !lIO Cost

01 Powm Over Tlmo, proparod for O1OU.S. Doparrmonl 01 Enefoy (Sandla Nnllonol Labma[orv, 1991), Toblos 1 and 2.

Colorodo
Hol Sprittos Ranch . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Paradlso ttS . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Waunlta . . . . . . . . . . . . ..c . . . ..c.

Tolal . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . mrmy more rcscncrccslhm~ were CIIC4 by the USGS.
LfnlduntiOcrtresourceswere estimntedas tl!eIcsserof
cllhcr IIIC DPA csllmatcs or twlcc the current

cxplnmtlrm cstlmatc. Esttmatcd urrldcntlflcd rcsrmrccs

werv assnnwd lu trt, the grcfilcr (If USGSOsthnalus,
duvelopcruslhmrtus,or IIIU cnntultmlt’s judgcmenl.

Other mddcntlficdrcsrmrccswereassumed to be equal

to the USGSestimate, ur 50 pcrccnl fircatcr Ihau lhc

currcwl cxplomtion cstimrrlc.

o to moderate-tclt~pcratllrc resources 10 csNnlolc tl)c
potential for power production from those Icsscr
qrmllty resources. This incremental Iow-tcmpcraturc
rcsmlrcc potcntinl is dcfhrcd ns Ihc tmidcntiflcd
rosmwcubase ((w Ihu purpusvs of ttw Sandia sludy.
Low-tempcmturc rcsmrrcc csllmntcs wurc uxpmu{cd
from data glvcn in Circutar 790 by cmlvcrlirrg
qtmnlitics 10cm electric cqldvalcnt. .

Hawrdl
Kllauoa SW Rltl . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
Puns . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Tool. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

3
3

Idohcr
COVOCrook . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

Island Pa!k . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
MagicReso~oh . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .
RaftRiver. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . d..

Total . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .

TIIC Bonneville Pmvcr Administration (UPA) sludy of
IIIC PacificNorlliwcst \vas utilized 10augment data on
Nle rcsmcrcestn tltc Caacades.Data collected on rccmst
dritlhrg ncllvlty, vol$anlsm, ond the cxlstcnce of high
heat flow anomalies \vcre used by DPA 10identify

5
5 ttcsmwccs cslhnated in Ihe prcccdlng manner were

subscqucnlly checked ogalnst Stale geott]crmal maps
prepared under the ausplccs of the National Occantc
and Almosphcrlc Administration (NOAA). Several

Seo foobroles 01 end 01 Iablo.

Energy tnformattorr Admlntalmlloti Oeothermnl Enargy In Iho Waslom Unllti Slalas and Hnwall:
Resourceg and Pro]ecled Electrlclly Qerrarallorr Supptlos s>

energy lntelmallmr Admlnlsholloti Geolhormat Enmgy tn Iho Woslorn Unllod Slalo9 and Hawnlk

52 R090U1COSand ProJoctad Elechlclly Oonclallon SUppllOa

Fhl EIWS, November 1995
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PART G. COMME~S

l{] (;[.IVI IJ /,1;; II : ]Nfi:).

NEFORE TIIEPUBLIC UTILITIES CONNISS1ON OP TI{ESTATE OF CALIFORNIA April 29, 1995

In the Matter of the Application of )
Sierra Pacific Power Company for a )
certificate of Public Convenience ) Application 93-11-018
and Necessity to Construct and )
Operate the Alturas Transmission
Line Project, i /)/o~

4./z.~f —
NOTICE OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION NEARING

the Stahe of California has set the Public Participation Nearing

and Evidcntiary Hearing in the above-entitled matter before

Administrative Law Judge Richard Careaga as follows:
Pt]blic Particiwation Nearinq

Nonday, - 6:00 p.m. Alturas City Nail
April 17, 1995 200 North Street

Alturas

Tuesday - 6:00 p.m. Nonticola Club
April 18, 1995 140 S. Lassen Street

Susanville

Wednesday - 6:00 p.m. Loyalton Nigh School
April 19, 1995 700 Fourth Street

Loyalkon

‘l’hursda~- 6:00 p.m. Airport Plaza Ilotel
April .20, 1995 1981 Terminal Way -

Reno, Nevada

Pwblic Participation hearings are scheduled to provide the

Julie Halligen/Peter Humm
cPuc/BM
alo Aopen &vlronmental Oroup
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, Ca. 91301

SubJect! CPUC Appllcatlon #93-11-018 and BLN Case # CACA-31406.

Dear Me, Halllgon/Mr, Humm$

The new8 Item in today’s newspaper (St. Louis Poot-Dispatch,April
2g,lgg5) compels me to reiterate my negative poeltlon on the inotal
-lation of the Alturaa Electric Transmlsalon Line and the Tuacarora
Gas Tran6mieaion Lineln a corridor through, over and under my pro-

1
perty parallel and adJaaent to the only bualness travel path high-
way 3g5 in the area. See South Korean gaa pipeline exploeion ettached.

I
To have a 2C” diameter gae pipeline with preaeure relief vnlvee
venting malodorous gas fumee to the surfaoe in oloae proximity to e
high voltage electric tranBmiasion line le a worrieome thing. I ]0$
don’t want either line inetalled on my land.

Those inetallatlone not only limit the amount of my land (Parcel
045-131-31, Laaoen County) available for busineea faoility oona-
truotion, they also by their appearance dlocourage cuetomer ]0E
patronage to the businea8 faCilitleB.

Sohedule A (attaohed) for land (Parcel 045-131-31, Laesen County)
reoeived from the Tu8carora Oae Transmiaeion Co, easement propoeal
indicates approximately a 751 wide dead apacePlue their 5C’ wide
pipeline right-of-way, to whioh will be added the 140’ wide right
-of-way for the Alturae Electrio Tran8miaeion Line corridor. 1 nR!& I

The total oorridor ab80rbe approximately lC acree of my land’e
bueineee property frontage on the east aide of highway 395. It

J’

-~

a180 effectively landlookn many parcela of property ao located on
the highway, THBRE ISNO OTHER ACCES8T0 MY LAND EXCEPT TO AND
FROM HIGHWAY 3951.

public an opportunity to comment on the utility’s application. An

Administrative Law Judge will be there to listen to your comments,
Moving the gas pipeline and the eleatric tranamieeion line cor-

and a court reporter will be recording yowr comments,
rider a mile or BO off and away from highway 3g5 would allow

The bu8ineeo/commerolal/residentialdevelopment to proceed in a normal 10fCommission is interested in hearing from you, Your commonts can faehion without the conetralnte imposed by the gae pipeline and the

help the commission reach nn informed decision, and YOIIal-e
comber, menaoing look of the high voltage transmie8ion electrio line.

encouraged to attend one of the scheduled hearings.

WI EIWS, November 199S

~~Lx~a+$&

3208 Tally Ho Dr.
W. Charles, Mo. 63301

G-63
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m page one

:unstrucllon worker Suh %f3n.kyO
I he hearda loudbmanduas
>M mtheair.
\\’hen I regained condomneas.
c~v!orkers were @ng out for

>: he ~id from his hospital bed.
any were pinned under beams...
iooth KoreanPresident Kim
)n~sm ailed the exp!mion the
ult of ~rel~ess. P*c Minis-
be Hon$kw timted the site and
lowed to the wcrim. their rela-
!s, the city and the mtion.
Jut opmition pantes =Iled the
;dentetidenm of Rovemment in-
leetence. Winting to a string of
em di=stem.
~st Decemkr. 12 people \rere
edanddozn> mtjre;n]urd tchen
OIuml-gas holtinp tank exPIIdcd

‘1,-
1

Cars and debris firre: a tempomry road over a subway cottsfrtadon site after a natuml gas explosion. The blast, which happerr~~
during the Friday morning rush hour, sent people and vefrides flying. Officiak said at least 98 people were ftilled.

!n :* Seoul rmidcnlisl neighkrti. lnkob. abridge cobpsedin ing ti,pm”fh of Seoul. kilting30 monop!y has haphazardly added
1~.t yenr. 13 smalltr explosions Seeul. kiUmg32Wple. hee&ya ~ple. more PIWS. hmtily expandingthe
were re~rtd!notherarc~. b:er. a firewept throughadghk~ Crilim Sythrgovement.s~s ne:ivorkattheexmmeuf=fcty,

Pipelin6 Blast Kills
98 In South Korea
60 Students be hong Victis

TMGU, south Korea(AP)— ing as a mmmq mdwy ow the
Dotinaof c~dren arniting for *OO! 30@wd-lmg mbxay a=tion.
Ftiday were =ught !n a column of Tk afab were found s!rm mop
~me and ~M into tk air ma gas ~ti~.and ho= as far as 150
pipefiic explmion.

Their bleed-inked mW bfue mi. A mny as 100 urs and dty bus
fore, @lbags and ttibeeka lay fmbld .30 feet rn.n the exposed
=tte~ed anmng the debfi. =~wtion tite. %veml btildmgs

POIIU said a ~rk frm a wbuay w,ere ~ted. and a &- nmm were
comtmm site *toff mtuml x2$ bb&ensd by the exption. WlmeS-
Ieaking from a broken tixfine. = rmrd a tower of hme up to

Of the 98 ‘Kple hlld. Go U.C~C IW f- hixh.
studenu. mmt of them nmtfr-~dcr, Cmn* were u*! to lit kam
hading to =Ven ar= m!ddle =h~ls tmp~g wnivom. F:,sm-by tied
dutig the mOming msh hour. Ofii. a“d h“~~ each “Ihcr m r~,.
cials =i& As many as 200 WIP1. u:t>~kes carrted caJt unconsc!nus
were injured and others \vere >lm
impped in the debris. R-e effofls we!e hderd bya
Many of the. Y~unK?ic:ims “efe brk water maiu that officials
~O~nK an mls~ctlon ‘*en the f~d~ld drown SI~it)OS InP@
bbst ~nt W a plfsr of fire 150 fee: ~-d.
htgh, an inwed wth t=c~ =id.

,’There are.tom fimb. blood ev-
P& and WS campny xmkcs

wtie -at one Wpital as mow
●rehem..” aald r-e wmr~ Choi ~ ~d ~&tNfi Aoutd a: tiem and
Hong. “A JotefthepeePfeAwn ~~ toatuckthem.
thereare kids.kidswho were
-10 *W

.“Killme. too!..one mother

Choi.as amonKacme3.900 ael- =~ ~v ~“ to ~ev YeIid
dlera.~~ce ofisefi. filefiKh- and ~-. .
tmlm- mrkinx 10r-e sumi- ti.mtioml n~agmq YOnhsp.
Vo%

TaW. ati 14$ mile ~ulh of
repotig Ihm exm~=t.om were &:ng

*d, is a proti=i =@til ~r 2.2 ~~-m~~rh~a~~~;n~{~~t~$
tilfii @e. A woman breaks don in tears Fridayafterhearingthather

The forti ef tk bbs =tter& aS*l. mhties were tilled in a aas axolosion in Taegu. South Korea.
dO@wun6steel*@ :~~ were=~- .%eXOR~4.Pace4 At ieasr98 psople were kfiIed.
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PART G. COMMENTS

Nine: D. E. Stahl General Pnblic
~allon: 720 East 4th St. Comment Set 20-
Ad&: 720.East 4th St.
Clw:~ s~te; cA zrP:96101
Phone: u z33-4R~0 CPUCAppUmUonNo.: 93-11018BLM CaseNo,: , CACA-31406

.. .
“rhe impact of the proposed Sierra Pacific power line on many animals, c.g~; -

raccoon, beaver, badger, HornedLizard,RubberBOO,rattlesnake,
watcrsnake,woodrat,weasel,trout,bass,HermitThrush(on Likely
Mountain),robin,nm~Tie,rrnd raven, wns not considered in the DEIRJEIS.
AIIIIoughnoucof thesersniurnlsare on the T&Elist, manyof thcmnre fully
protectedby law,and othersarc controlledwithsensonsof trikermdbag
limits. ———-—— ?

Please efiher deposfi this sheet d the sign-in table before you leave to~y, or fo~, sed and

&i by May 3, 199S. Znseti aonti sheets Wrreeded.

G-68

Drafl EIWS Comment Sheet RECEIVED APR 26 19S5

RopesedAttw tindssionLke

Nine: D. E. Stahl

~atton: NOpE

Ad&: 720 East 4th St.

Cilyt Alturas State: CA Z~: 96101

Phone:~16)233-4890 CPUC AppU~tion No.: 93-11~18 BLM COSO No,: CACA -314M

. ... . . . ... ..___

-’:7
Theimpact of Em on hatching succe;s of grouud nesting birds such as
SrmdhillCranes,SageGrouseand others is not addressedand is apparently
unknown. lfEW can cause hukernia in chddren, lt may also prevent eggs
from hatching or cause deformities in the hatchlings.

--. .--. —... .... .. . . . . . .. . . .. . . . . .

Piease etiher deposft this sheet at the sign-in table before you leave tohy, or foti, sed and

W by May 3,1995. Znsertdtional sheets ~needed.

..



PART G. COMMENTS

Name: D. E. Stai~l

~ation: NOPE

Address: 720 Eagt 4th St.

city: Alturas stale:CA Z~:96101

Phone: @16 233-4890 CPUCAppUmtionNo,$ ~ BLMCaseNo.: CACA-314K

... .. .... .... .. .--------- . . ... .
Smtdllill Cranesarc an endangeredspeciesmlddecliningin numbers;

..... ...

tllercfore,it is extremelyimportrrntIllatno morearc lost. TIICDEIWEIS
providesforcertainsafeguardsandadditionalIurbitatacquisitionas
mitigation. IIut tllcrcis no w8yto assuretlnrtrmycraneswillusea newurea;
in fact, it is verydoubtfill, Furtllennore,markinglinesto maketllcmmore
visibleto birdsI}asSIIOWIIonlyan average45%reductioninmortalities.
BesidesPit River,cranesare regularlyobservedon tileMadelinePlains.

--

Please either deposit this sheet at the sign-in table before you leave totiy, or fold, seal and

mafl by May 3, 1995. Znsertaddtional sheets V needed.

Fbssl EWS, November 1995

I
I

G-69

Drafi EINS Comment Sheet RE.CEIVE[) AP;t ~ 7 ISJ5
ProposedAt~ ~sion Ltne

Nine: D. E Stahl

A~atton: NOPE

Adk: 720 East 4th ST.

Clm Alturas S@te:~ z~: ~~.
Phone:916)233-b8g~ CPUC AppUattonNo.: 93.1IO]8 BLM Cme No.: CACA-31406

—- ———-----. . .. ..... ..... ....... .... .,-- ... . ,
Oncoftlle greatestimpactsofllle proposedpowerlinerouteis tl]evisual
impact, Oncoftlle LweatcstassetstileAlturasarea Inrsto offer is ourwide
openspacesand greatviews, TIIC preferredroutingwouldtotallydestroytllc
beautifil viewIookit]gwest to MountSltastrrfromAlturasm]dcominginto
Alturasfromtl}cwest it woulddestroytile fineviewof tbe beautifidWarner

Mountains, TIIC recreational value of tbe area to tile sontll would bc geatiy

reduced because tile preferred route is all in a primeInmtingarea and goes
near manypopularfislliugwaters,

TllcNevadaroutewouldI]avean impacton a lot fewerpeople. It wouldI]ave
far lessvisualimpactand far less impacton wildlife. AltllougbtlteNevada
routeis supportedby tile U. S. Forest Service, Calif. Dept. of Fish and Game,
Audubon Society, Sierra Club, and many ot}lcrs, tl)is route has not bccu

seriously or properly considered by Sierra Pacific,

-----

Please etiher deposfi this sheet at the sign-in table before you leave today, or fold, seal and

dl by May 3, 1995. Insert add~onal sheets U needed.
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,

. .ItSheet RECEIVEDAPR 281995

Reposed Art- ~lon Lke

..: D. E. SkalIl

~allon: NOPE

Address: 72c East 4th St.

citY: ~s@le~ ~zm: ‘610~
Phone: ~!16) 233-4890 CPUCAppttmtlonNo.: 93-11-018 BLMCese No.: CACA-314U

~le DE1~lSoll tileSienaPacificPowerCo,Atms TrmsmissionLi1le .
projectdid not giveproperconsiderationto thevisualimpacttheproposed
powerlinewouldhaveon fishermen,hunters,andotherrecreationislsusing
ViceroyPond,DeltaLake,BayleyReservoir,GravenReservoir,Juniper
StockTank,NelsonCorralReservoir,SmithReservoir,andBaileyResewoir
(at Madelioe)andthe surroundingareas.

Thesewatersare notonlyheavilyusedby localanglersand waterfowl
ll~ters, butbylarge nwnbersofpeople fiomtiou@out tie State, The
surroundingare= are alsowidelyusedby deer huntersand other
recreationists.Mtllougllapllotosil]~tllationwasl]]adenem BayleyResewoir,
andDeltaLakewas mentionedin connectionwith aquatichabitat,thereis no
indicationthat the studywas awareof the existenceof the otherwaterslet
alonetheirgreatrecreatiorurtvrrtuc. .-.

—.

AwJD4bY

*F“mosUthissheet at the slwin tile before you Ieave today, orfo~, serd and

5. ZnsertaddMond sheets Yneeded.

—.

I

I

!

!

G-7o

Nesne: D. E. Stahl

~atton: NOpE

Ad&: 720 East 4th St.

city: Alt~!raa sln~e:~ z~: ~—
Phone:P1O 233-4a90 CPUC AppU~ttonNo.: 93.1141L BLM C~e No.: CACA-31406

------
TheDEI~lS statestherewodd be 12milesof newaccessroads and 32- --~ ‘
milesofup~aded roads, This is unacceptable,Oncetheseroads are in place
thereis no waytheycmrbe effectivelyclosed, Peoplewith fourwheeldrive
vehiclesand smallthreeandfourwheelerswillget aroundanybarrier that is
constructed,Thearea alongthe proposedlinecan notwithstandany
additionalpressureon its wildlife. Further,althoughtherewouldbe
safe~rsrdsagainstintroducingnoxiousweedsduriogthe constructionphase,
therecan be no safemrrrdsagainstrecreationistsimportingnoxiousweds on
their vehicles,clotlti~g,or pe~s,

/1
/

Please etiher deposti this sheet at the simin table beforeyou leave today, or foti, seat and

W by May 3, 1995. Znsertaond sheets Vneeded. .
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drafi EIWS Comme)tt Sheet
ProPsd At- T~lon Ltne

Name: D. E. Stahl

~atlon: NOPE

Ad-: 72o ~t 4th st.

Cib: ~ s~~e: ~ z~ ~
Phone:@16)233-4890 CPUCAppttatton No.! 93-110l& BLMCue No,! CACA-31486

The maps of the proposed routeare entirelyinadequate. Roadsarenot
identifiedandsomeprominentfeaturesarenotshown,Justoneoftheseis
ViceroyPond. Anotherexampleis on map4 of 33 wherethe road to Bayley 1
Rese~oiris shownderedendingnear the tiorthcnd of segmentC, whenin
fact the road continuesto BayleyReservoirand on to DeltaL*e. In$5

1-
The manyomissionsand the vaweness of the mapsdid not givepeoplea
chanceto seejust wherethe proposedlinewouldactrrrdlygo and therefore
deniedthemthe opportunityto m~e objectionstheymightotherwisehave
made, ‘ J

Please either deposti this sh~etat the simin table before you leave tohy, or fo~, seal and

rndl by May 3, 1995. Inseti -end sheets Vneeded.

Ftil EIWS, November 1995
G-71
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OHLSON & SPRINGGATE
A~ORNEYS AT LAW

ONE EASTFIRSTSTREET,SUITE1100
RENO,NEVAUA 89501

J(>IIN0111.SUN
11)1INl’.SIIRING(;ATE

TELtl’llONE (702) 323.0300
TELECOllltR (702) 323.3869

April 24, 1995

Julie Halligan
Peter Humm
CPUC/B~
CIO Aepan Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St., Suite 218
Agoura Hille, CA 91301

General Public
CommentSet21

I

Re: Alturas Transmission Line Project EIR/S
CPUC Application No. 93-11-018
BLN Case No. CACA-31406

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm:

Please consider the following as written comments on the draft
Environmental Impact ReportfStatement on the Alturas Transmission
Line project referenced above. I am opposed to the project as
currently consk~tuted. These reaeons are as followe:

1) The Summary of the proposed project impacts by issue area
and classification show a eigniflcant number of claes I impacts,
particularly in land use and recreation, and vieual reeources. I
am a homeowner adjacent to Rancho San Rafael Park in Reno, near the
southern terminus of the project. Allowing the project to proceed
as currently proposed by Sierra Pacific Power Co. would be a
significant visual impact upon the area. I noted in review that
eeveral of the alternatives discuesed the visual impact caused by
expanding the North Valley substation as an alternative to the
Bordertown substation, which declined to consider the fact that
North Valley substation ie an exieting visual blight. Expanding it
would constitute a far lower impact than impairing the existing
view of Rancho San Rafael Park.

2) I am additionally opposed to the existing Bordertown
substation site. Long Valley is an historically and culturally
significant site, and no alternatives to that substation have been
addressed which would remove it from the Bordertown area. While
the alternative is preferable to the proposed site, alternatives
have not been significantly studied that would remove it entirely
from Long Valley, which has a history of human habitation from the
early 186015.

3) Additionally, the draft EIRdoes not adequately discuss the
viability of the Nevada route alternative. I would note that on10$%
page C.14-2, the transmission alternatives for both the Nevada

route alternative and the Summer Lake-Valley Road alternative both
meet all of the necessary primary and secondary plan objectives.
Sierra Pacific Power Co. has not significantly etudied any of the
alternatives. As they note (page C.14-6), they have conducted only
preliminary technical feasibility analysee and cost estimatee for
the alternatives included in the table. As they further note, it
would take longer to examine and do feasibility analysee for those,
and thus they reject those alternatives. This is in effect a self-
fulfilling prophecy, meaning that Sierra Pacific, by virtue of only
etudying one alternative, limits itself by virtue of design
requirements to effectively eliminating alternative which it does
not favor. Thie is a misuse of the EIR process, and they should be
directed to return and conduct feasibility studies on the
alternatives.

Certainly from an aesthetic point of view, it would be
preferable to use existing transmission corridors as oppoeed to
constructing an entirely new high voltage corridor.

o$!j

3) Significantly, two areas appear to have been missing from
the EIR; First, there has been no diecuesion of EMF hazards or
concerns, particularly where the transmission line paeees through
highly inhabited areas, including Bordertown and the Valley Road

10
;:

area. If any consideration is given to EMF factors, it would eeen
that the Nevada alternative would be preferable, as it is located
far away from any significant habitation.

Secondly, it is been consistently noted throughout the
analysis that thie will provide a benefit to the Lake Tahoe area in
increaeed reliability, and at the public comments, an official of
the Truckee-Dormer utility district epoke in favor of the proposed
plan. However, missing from any of this is any discussion of the

1

0fieventual connection between Truckee-Dormer and exieting Sierra
Pacific facilities, and abeent a scoping procedure that would
include those connection, Sierra Pacific ie avoiding the issue of
any significant detriments that would be caueed by the eventual
connection with Truckee-Dormer Municipal Utility District.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on the
draft EXR/S, and I reiterate my comments that the project ae
proposed should be denied, or returned for further scoping.

Very truly yqurs(

G-72
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1;1 (. I l\ll’11 /1,: .! ,! . .,:

CaliRsrnia Putrtic Utitities Commission and Bureau of Land Mnnagcmcnt

L4s. Jutie tleltigaaWeter IIrrmm
c\o Aspen Envimnmcntal Group
34023 Cnnwood Street, Suite 218

Agoura Nills. CA 91301
General Public

Comment Set 23 ~

APril 26, 1995

Thomas G. Pnrrm!v
PO BOX 1167

Alturas, CA 96101
(91G) 233-5474

RE Proposcrt Alluras Trnnsrrflssion Mnc

CPUC Application No.: 93-11.018

fJLh4 Case No.:CACA-31406

i)car ,\spcn Kuvironmcnlai Group, CPUC, mut DLM,

Ancr micnding IIIC most rcccnl Adminislrativc I+earing in Allures on April 17, 199S nnd reading Ihc E.LR. 1
I]avc scverel issuesdircclly rclmcd to the report I feel nrc rclevanl to (IIC cmrslrsrclhsnof lhc proposed Ncrra

Pacific Po\vcr Company Altrtras Transmission LhIc Projccl.
-

I My firs! concern is t3LM’s confic! ofimcrcst 10 this projccl. TIIC U.S. Govermucnt mt!ns

approxinmlcly 90 pcrcenl of Ihc land bcl\vccn the sub.smtiou in Devils gnrden and the termination
poini in Rcno. MO$I of Ihc Government land is controlled by BLM amt (ho remainder by tho US

Forcsl Scrvicc. Considcriug Ihc fact that 01% intmaimr on a/Iy pmpcrty has some negative

cnvlroamcnlal imlmct, ho\v can Ihc Iargcst lmIrt Imldcr remain objcclivc

Solution //1: DLM bc removed from Ihc projccl, 10 IIIC point \vllerc Ihcy Itavc no more control or
inpul Ilma Ihe privato pmpcrty land mvncr$ involved Iflhe Federal Govcrmacnt

mandalca a rcprcscnlalivc on IIIC Uoard, CPUC should select an agency \vith similar
inlcresls as Ihc CPUC such as Ihc Federal Communlcalimrs Commission.

nI,M’s financial, Icgal and environmental assetsbc made available 10 possibly

e~cctcd laado~vners so Ihcy can cqurdly evaluate the impacl of the transmission tine

on Illcir properly.

Solution //2: Aspen Environmental 10 make an objccli$’e independent evaluation of t4Lhf’s role,
input, nnd resources into Ilte proposed mute ofthc transmission fine. IIOIV Ibo

Nevada rouIe ‘may” bc enolhcr possible altcmalivc, but \vhat could Sierra Pacific
Po)vcr Company expect in a legal bathe fimn DLM as opposed the Atturas mute
aad I1lCpossible legal bmde from ptiv~te land sr!vncra.

Solulion ti3: Per Aspen Eovimrrmcruars oivn rccmnmeoda!ion in their EIR proposal, a cilizcns
‘AIlrl$ory ComoIOItr’” (Page 0.13) slmuld be comprised of”~ private

propetiy Imsdo!vncrs from each involt,cd couniy, added to the evaluation board, and
then give them access10 DLM cxpenstoassistio thecvalumimsof Ihetransmission
tine on private propeny as oppose to pubfic property.

2. Pmjcct Altcrnalivcx TIIC E.I.R. should look al other prssaiblcalternatives IhII may srrggcs! more
desirable rmrtcs with Icss impacl on lhc land, people, and }vilh a corrclntion ofcosls. II is

impossible to de!crminc ifollyprop~~.rsvl po\vcr tine route is acceptable until mrc looks at other

allcrnalives and dots a comparison. An cxamjdc, la case ofrr severe infection ofnn appendage,

amputation may save Ihc life, bu! if fcaaible, antibiotics cmtld be a bc!!cr solution

The rccommcndalion martc by Ihc CPUC on Illcir Icllcr of 4\10\94 (RF]’ 1’S-1421) Arliclc 1,

“General Information for Conlractofl. Under L1. second paragraph, il stales, “One of Ihc

CPUC’s I~rlmory crbllgaflo~~sin issuing a CPCN for a project of this type is to ensure Ihc cvalua!imt
of~lr ensorrnble rtltcrtm(;b,cf.” Allcrnalivcs allonld bc suWcstcd in the EIR.

3. Fhc Oangcc The Nevada mnlc \\,mdd olYcr a reduced fire dmlgcr slmnld lhc construction of lhc

po\vcr Knc or should an accident occur \vhere Ilm po\vcr tino ignites a fire. Their ia much rcduccd
10 ~

25!j
vc8ctatimr, Icss cldtivated farmland, ICSSpopulalcd areas. TIIC only nc8ative is fire response is time

\vould be Icng!hencd. J

4. Tratllc l:lo\v: lhc Nc\,flda romc has a si~ltilicamly smaller putcolial 10 impact Iraltic llo\vs lhuing
coaslruclion or should a po{vcr tine fill, as oppose 10 the Al!uras rome ]0

l;!i

5. l~aancinl Impacts The E I R fi~ilsIO address Ihc cxtrcmcly fragile ccmromy ofh4mtoc CumIIy mld
hmv Ihcadrtilimr ofa sigaiflcmnly lmge, ugly, loog clcclflcnl transmission line will ctTccI property
vahrcs. This \vill imp~ct polential ne\v jtcoplc \vlIo may desire 10 rclocatc here, there by rcrhrcing

future population gm\wh in our most densely poprrlatcd corridor, reduce valnes ofcxis(ing land

hnrtirrg Ilm Innd mvncr and hurting the Csmmy’s tax base as property vahscs\vill nlamsl cctlainly

spiral dmt,mvards as tltis po\vcr Iinc comes \vi!ltia visible rrmgc ofpmpcrsy \vithin a t\\,o rnilc

corridor oflhc po\vcr tine. Also not addressed is the fact that Ihc pmposcd route cmsscs an

cxtrcmcly Iargc pcrccatagc of private land, thereby hurting pmpcrry values by even a grca!er
pc[ccnlngc considctiog Il]e facl Ihal IIIC federal govcmmcut mvns 9070 of(hc Innd in Ihc rcgiua

G. Visual hupocIs: TIIC pmposcd route is IIlmugtl IIIC middle of IIIcm-(tiL ImLR9Pti
d~ .~. TIIC 4RR noted [hat the visual impact !vmdd 001 bc

significant duc to the fc\v number of vic\vcrs. Fc\v in relation 10 \vhat? In rclatimr to
California’s popnlalirm, Illcn correct. nut in rclalion to Modoc County rcsidcnta, WRONG!
O~,cr GOpcrccat of Ibc county resident \vill !,ic\v the proposed pm~er tine on a daily bosis. I Itel

most people \vmdd conaidcr !hat l~ry.$/g/tlJc(m/. thrndrcds oftlmusands of motorists travel

!hmnuh Modoc annually on !hcir vacations. WIIY do \vc \vant to spoil the OS& pars of our
counly wilh a “lndnslrial Vic\v”. inslcart of a vic~v of IIle lrigh dcserr or \Varncr Mountnins?
Docsn’1 their vic\v count or are they //t.I/gIIJfic(mI too?

necnnsc our populmion hasn’t ycl gro\vn, \ve don’t IIM,C a Iargc puh[ical voice. mId pedmps \villl

Ihe ugly po\vcr Iinc marring across Ihe roes! ccrrtrally located, beaulitil private jand in Modoc
County, people will never move here and wc \vill continue 10 be a dumping ground for the rcs! of

lhc state. Think ofthts as your home. do you think it’s fair that \ve get this potver tine thfit \vill for
next 10 ctcmity, btighl our Isndscapc? \Vc have titdc to oflcr nc~vbnsincss ond residents ulllcr than

our cleaa air, \vater and our vietvs of nature. ljelp us prcsemc it

10GP.
234
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7 FuIurcImpactx now \till comtmclimr oflhis trnnsnbssion lirm impact the fulurc gmwsh of Ihc
Reno area and what environmental impacla will this grottih cause in the Rrtsrmdue to the increased

population, suchasIcssofdcserrhabitatdue10home and commercial constrrsclicn, reduced

ground waler supplies, reduced wcllands due to decreased ground water suppties, reduced

ntigralmy bird habi!a!, CIC. Los hgeles destroyed Mono Lekc, duc to their uncontrolled gro~mh,
now Rcsm a growing and hungry for power msdwater.Askyossraeltisit fair !hal Modoc become
the nex! Mono Lake. Let’a be Imneat dilting !hc constmctimr of the E.LR.

oGP,
13.7

Thankyoufor tnkingIhcIimctoreadthisIewer. 1a!jllooking forward to hcming yo~lr specific responses.

ThomasO Pamow I
I

..... ..... .. .... ...!...,

-1 EIWS, November 199S
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April 25,1995

John R. Tvrdevich
P.O. BOX 552
Alturae, Calif,
96101

Julie Halligan
California Public Utilities
Commi6aion
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, Calif.
94102

Julie,
I would like to thank you for your prompt response on my

request for the Sierra Pacific EIR/EIS. As a Captain in
the Alturas Rural Fire Department, I am concerned for the
safety of our firefighters, during a future response to a
wildlande fire in the vicinity of the Sierra Pacific Line,
Please refer to Part C.1O.1.4.3.

Over the years, Surpriee Valley Electric & Pacific Power
& Light have provided electrical safety training to our
local fire departments. One point that was driven home over
& over was the fact that when a high voltage line drops to
the ground, the earth is electrified for a distance which
increaees with voltage. Aspen Environmental states that the
line is supposed to shut down in less than a second. They
did not address this safety ieeue satisfactorily. What if
the line is energized from the Reno area? They did not
mention the fact that earth will be energized around the
vicinity of the downed line & how far out will this happen?

I would like to have this question of ground
electrification answered satisfactorily, aa the lives of
many firefighters are at stake. Thank you for your help.

Ftil EWS, November 1995 G-77
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27, 1995

CPUC Application Number 93-1
BI,M Case Number CACA-31406

Haliigan/Peter Humm, CPUCIBLM
c/o Aspen Environmcrrtnl Group
30423 Crrrrwood Street, Suite 218
Agoum I{ills, CA 91301

TO ALL INTERESTEDPARTIES:

EIVE() klAY U ‘ l!~::i

-018

General Public
Comment Set 25

As interested hrrrdowners in Segment X of the proposed Alturas
TrmrsmissionLine Route (ATLR), let us congratulate Aspen
Environrncntal Group for the cornprchcnsivc and lucid DIRIS
presentation and Sierra Pncific Power for its complirsrrcc with
environmental impact laws and concern for the environmental
hnpacl that such a project will cause.

However, os homeowners who will Iivc within 3,000 feet of the
345,000 volt electric power transmission line, if it is approved, wc
deplore [he luck of notification of this proposal.

We sce by your EIR/S Task Flow ckar[ that wc could have been
rnadc aware of this proposal as early as Mny 1994. We first became
aware of it on Monday, April 17, 1995, through an article in Ihc Reno
Gazettc:lMrual, and have subscqucrrtly Icarued that the public has
only until May 3rd to cnsnre consideration of comments or objections
in the ~rral EIR/S. On April 20, we attended and participated in a
public hearing at the Airport Plaza Ilotel in Reno. . At that meeting,
wc heard comments and complaints from many of our neighbors and
affcctcd parties that they were also unaware of this proposal. A
deadline of May 3rd does not allow for the public to organize any
group objection to the proposed ATLP. Wc are faintly suspicious that
the ‘t(iuietness” about the project was designed to prevcnl any
objection to it. WC do feel that if more pcopte had been notified and
there had been more “news” about this proposat you would be
receiving much more resistance than you probably have.

Let us first list the objections and concerns that
directly affect our interests. Most of these objections and
concerns are listed as impacts in your study:

I

I

I

I

1. Temporary pollutant emissions for constriction equipment
and fugitive dust during construction.

2. Surface removal, surface dislnrbancc, increased access,
erosion and scdinrcntation, and introduction of non-native plant
spccics during construction and continued operation of the
transmission line facitity.

3. New permanent overhrrrd access roatcs,
4. Corona Discharge. During WCI wcatkcr the noise produced by

corona discharge is non-significant, but is the corona discharge
significant?

5. Eleclro-Mngnctic Held complications. Even though long tcrrn
effects of DMFs have not been conctusivcly dclermined, there is a
possibility of a health hazard for residents living near transmission
Iincs of such grcal vollagc.

6. Other ucga[ive impacts by the EMFs associated with the
ATLP (Drafl EIR/S March 1995, ES-36): arc “audible noise, radio and
television interference, ozone production, cardiac and pacemaker
interfcrcncc, irrdnccd currents rmd voltages in conductive objects,
fuel ignition, shock hazards, and hazardous materials.”

7. Interference with the view. Since Pcavinc Peak is “our back
ynrd,” any transmission project belwccn oar residence and the
mountnin is a rnarkcd degradation of the view that wc love. Onc of
the reasons we purchased our home and have spent thousands of
doltars to improve it, is Ihat view. The proposed ATLP could grcatty
affect the quality of our life and the value of our property.

8, Fire daagcr. The ATLP could incrcasc the polcntiat for
wildland fires, either during construction or through transmission of
electricity (Iongtcrm). If this is an incrcnscd hnzsrrd, this furlhcr
endangers our health and property nnd would increase fire insurance
rates (insurance is difficult to get now becnnsc of oar location; the
transmission Iiuc could runkc it impossible to obtnin).

9. I{igh winds may affect lines and towers. We tivc in nn
extremely high wind area.

All of these factors would significantly diminish our qunlity of
Iifc umt pose possihlc ~nr~ards to our well-trciag.

No\v we would like to state objections and concerns that do
not directly affect us, but will affect others.

1. Onc of the stated reasons for the project is to increase
capacity for anticipated growth. What resident currently living in
this region wants this area to grow any Inrger? My husband has

.
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lived here off and on for 35 years. I have been here for 20. We do

noI sce that fu[urc growth will benefit Ibis entire aren. Already, tile
quality of life because of grow(h has been severely damaged, Our
na!nral rcsourccs arc strained. Our roads arc congcslcd msd in
disrcpnir. Our schools nre overcrowded. Our tnxcs conlinuc to
incrensc. Our air quality kas greittly diminisbcd, Our socio-economic
problems bavc intensified with the increased disprtrily between the
rich m]d poor. Wc have youlh gnngs, graffiti problems, incrcnscs in
crime, a dccrcasc in tbc feeling of pcrsonnl snfcty with a subsequent
loss of “neighborliness,” loss of wildlife hrtbitnt, loss of the
“mcirdows,” loss of scenic bcmsty (look nl all tkc power lines rrnd
towers studding the bills near TMCC down to tkc Valley Road
Substation). People arc pouring into this region, but someday they
arc going to pour out for the same reason (GROWTH) that they Icfl
lhcir former loculions.

Providing facility for future growth dots not seem In be n gund
rcnson for tllc ATLP or for Ike cilizcus of Ibis region.

2, Tbe rcccnt acquisition of approximately 8,000 acres of
privalc land on Peavinc Mountniu by the US Forest Scrvicc for the
purpose of “saving” this krnd as a scenic mrd environmental rcsourcc
for the people of this region dots not seem to be consistent with the
ATLP. Wl]crc arc tile Friends of Pcavine, a group instrumental in
tl]is acquisition? Onc of tltcm showed up and snid bc was nlso n
sknrelloldcr in SPPCO, nnd hoped that the ATLP would not impact tile
monrrtnin too grcntly. A ‘{done (Icnl” for that shnrcholdcr!

3, Rcsidcnls of Long Valley, Bordcrtown, Anderson Acres,
I Iorizon Ilills, and Ihosc living ncnr Talus and North Virginia, nnd
Rnncho Snn Rnfnel would be impnctcd as wc outlined in cnrlicr
objections, Nos. I -9. There arc probably more areas that wc have
1101 Ilunlcd.

4. ‘[’he City of Reno and Washoc County should bc conccrncd
bccnnsc of lhc direct ucgativc impnct Ikc ATLP will hnvc on Rm)cho
San llnfacl. Tbc transmission line nnd lowers will CUI directly
through Ihc park once the Forest Service land is given over to tkc
prrrk, This could negatively affect usc of Ikc park and might
climiniltc (kc “RCI1OBalloon Races,” ii great and popular community
Cvcnl.

5. The I)rnft EIR/S March 1995, C. 13-43 stntcd that the ATI,P

is inconsistent with tbc Wasknc County Cornprcllcnsivc Plnn Land
[Isc nnd Trnnspurtotion Element, Limd USC Pulicy LUT. 1. I I nnd
In]plemenlntion LUT. 1.14. I b, us WCII as Ihc North Vnlleys Area Plnn
Conservation Policy NV. 1.1, and Cultural nnd Scenic Resources Policy
NV. 1.2 The ATLP “(l) would negatively impact tbc visual qunlily of

~al EIWS, Novaber 1995
G-79

a major entrance 10 Washoc County, (2) is nol visually compatible
with surrounding uses, (3) does not maintnin the cxistiug scenic
quality of tbc hills that it crosses, and (4) dots not preserve or
enhance the visual qualitieg of the North Valicy Area ag viewed from
Us. 395.”

6. The prrrpogcd subs[ntion at Bordcrtown is considered
inconsistent with the cgtablighed DLM VRM Class 111 management
prcscription9. Tbc visual impact is considered significant, rcsrrlting
“in a strong degree of visual contrast and n bigb Icvcl of change in
the cxigting landscape,” It would be “quite pronrincnl, would attract
viewers’ atlention, and would dominate {be existing vicwshcd” (rcfi
C.13-44).

7. The impact on prehistoric mrd Itisloric Cllllllrillrcsonrccs
would be significant (see Draft EIR/S Mnrcb 1995 ES-23,24).

Plcnsc include our concerns in yonr consi(lcrillion” uf Ihc Fillill
ElI?/s.

Thank YOU for your attention.

u \JCl]arlton Ray ~-Sydney A. Em ry
15055 U.S. 395 N.
Rcno, NV 89506
(702) 677-2842

cc Sicrrn Pacific Power Co.
Jonnnc Bond, Wnsboe County Commissioner
Cily of Rcno/Community Development Dept.
Stil[e of Ncvatkl/Public Scrvicc Commission
Rcno Gnzette-Journnl
KOLO-TV News, (;brmnel 8-AB(;
KRNV-TV a I?adio News, Cbnnnel 4-NBC

and 101.7 FM Radio
KTVN-’1.V News, Cbnnnel 2-CBS

4
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John Korshaw
Katherine Matley Kerghaw

2900 Pinebough Ct.
Reno, NV 89509

702/825-5400

April 28, 1995
General Public

CommentSet26

Ju11o llulliEan/ Putcr h!umm, CPUC/BIthl
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Stc. 218
Agoura 11111s, CA 91301

RE: CPUC ApPllcolioI) Number 03-11-018
B1.i{Caso Number CACA-31406

~oar iladnm/Sir:
*

I would Iiko to go on record in gupport for the propoged
trangmlgglon line ag outlined on page ES-O of the DEIR/S ]0GP.

26.1

Exocutlve Summary booklet.

Thank you for allowing me llto opportunity to make my position
known.

Sincerely,
.

Kalkorine h!. Kershaw

G-80
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Gencrnl Public
Comment Set 28

xo WWOMTHISHAY CONCERN,
.

We bought our home in Horizon Wills, Reno Nevada after spending 20 Years
living where Uncle Sam sent us with the U.S. Army. This is our retirement
home, our pieceof theAmcrlcanDream.

We boughtthishome in 1991 after 5 monthg of IIousehunting because of’the
unkempt landscape of PeaVine Peak aa an extension of our backyard. This

untouched beauty of wide open space in ita natural etate is what captured
our haarts and wae the deciding factor of purchasing thlg particular home.
It ie a vieual example of Earth in its finest deaort exiatance. The hillside

of rolling earth axisting with nature aa it haa for hundreds of thousanda of .
years.A recreational playground for people who respect thaae surroundings.

We are literally sickened ineide by the Alturas Project with Sierra PacifiC
The idea of Peavinea’ sacred grounde being raped unnecessarily is completely
unconacionablo. Thoro has to be an alternative to run this powor line in
some other way or along a differant route.

We are concerned, deeply concerned ,of the change in electrical fields
effecting nature, the ponds, the animals and the PeoPLe. This is a PlaY
area for children, a playground for adulta and home fOr animala. This 90ea

beyond just a visual eyesore.

We fell in love with the peacefulnwsa of our area. The wind is ueually
the only noise here and an enjoyable part of the song of naturo. We do not
wish to sacrif ico the quiotnasa for thu hum of a high voltage power line.

This would ba a constant reminder of a direct cau80 in tho support of
sacrificing nature for the Almighty Dollar.

We are a small sub-community of 140 homes where each life, every Soul ia
adveraely objecting to this power 1ine being forced into our Iivea. Pleaae,
wo ask that you become ae concerned as we aro and fLnd an alternative route.

There hae to be another way which will benefit everyone involvod with or by
this power line projoct. I can!t balieve this is possibly a “dcne deal”.

People working together to benefit tho wholo of a neighborhood, tho whole
of the community as well aa the whole of mankind ie what we need to be

teaching our children, each other and use as a goal to live by. It’s truely

imperative wo become conciderats to each other and conscious of our dRcisions

effecting mankind, nature and the Earth itself. Please help ua keep our area-

our piece of Weaven on Earth- untouched by the Alturas Project. Please.

‘Jddl+L+.a.
W. Scott Smiley
Denise A. Smiley
8270 Mohawk Lane
RenO, NV. 89506
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{L(:L Ivi I) tfiAYU 1 l!!gb

m..-...-....-.-”,.:+-f,,.-:.,J
Tree Care Incorporated J.
A Klcfgcr01Austin B. CanoU & Son ad SlmGrem Tree Scwlta

“ General Piiblic
Comment Set 29

CalKorrdapublicUtilitlcsComrcdsslon
S05Van Ness Avenue

San Frmrcisco, CA 94102

(415) 703-2045

W Mmras Irrtctiic Projcsr

CPUC #A93.11~18
BLM # CAC-31406

1am the nctv otvncr of Ihc FcrgusonWnch, McI #’s 22-1045, 22-IO-53, 22-120.10,22-120.39 and22.
120+3 In MIUSOS,CA Mcdca Cormry.In May of 1994 I purcW Urcsaochand hnvcprm to
scmrcfrmdsfromUrcCaRforrUnFishandGrrmcDc~rMrcnt 10improve\vcUmrdsnlongrhc HI Nvcr on
mYPrOPCW\viliI UP10acvcn(7) or morepondsondtidRfc crdmnccmcntam. ~c propctiprojcaf
Owrs 10C1OSSUdsmm of my propcrfy.In rdctvlng thecnvhonmcnblImpacrrcpmflherco~ra 10
bo no mcnUonof lhc Wcti or ImpacrsUds hlctic lkrc \vRl hnvc on my pkrm of Urc }vcUands
enhancementprogmmUraI1havesrarccdonmy ranch. 10GP,

29.1

Al lhla Umc 1 \vordd lGec 10 rc~srcr my abjccUon to rfIc Props@ InlcrClc Projccr and rhc omission of Ihc

lm~cls this Ilnc ivould hevc onmypropc~ mrdthe\vcllnndscahmccmcnlprojti. J

In a~llon to Uds mca of conwm on my pro~m, the Pk Wvcr Crossing ond Daggm Conyon were

mentioned or idcrrtificd rfrrrhrg UIC ssoping prmcss os IIVO (2) ou of SSCOjOr~nccm. ~~ DE~ ad not
nddrcss nor comidcr m.arignmcm omrmd these nrcas UUt \vcrc ldcn!ifld cc semititc. II is my opktiorr]0 ‘$!itbalallcmnlivc mmcs shotid h arudcd other Uron rho ones Umt hvc &n pmtidcd ~ Sicn PacMc.

ww.-
Micbacl-

Wjh

cc Jullc HaRlgoflclcr Hum
YOMpn EnvhcnmcmalGroup
30423CnnccdSkMt, Stile 21S
Agouh ~l!S, CA 91301

11530Bks Circle ● RanchoCordova,CA 95742 ● P.O. Box 1247, Carmichael, CA 95609.1247

(916) 852-9500 ● FAX (916) 852-9585
WI EIWS,November 199S
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California Public Utilities Commission
Attention Julie HaUigun, Project Manoger
Commission Advisory end Compfionce Division General Public
Energy Advisory Branch
505 Vnn Ness Ave. Room 3207

Comment Set 30
---
Son firancisco, CA 94102

April 27, 1996

Deer Ms. Hdlignn,

I am a parbtimo resident ond frequent visitor to Long Valley in Lassen
County where the Sierra Pocific Power Co. is propoging to put o transmission
line, pert of the Mturos Intertie Project. SPPC hoe chosen to run their line
down o pristine desert volley while treating the people who live therewith
nothing but digregpect und lies, The more the Iocol peo le impocted by the

!plonned line hove deolt with SPPC the more it hove cen e~osed to their
lying end hypocrisy. This lino ehould not be b . tat all. It oppears that this
project is not o neceseity ot 011,but o woy to serve new customere they hope to
get in the Central Volley of Ctifornia ond line their own pockets. It wos not till
very recently thot they divulged they hod bought another power compony in
Washington ond ore hoping h dohoy cogte by selling power to the centrol
volley. SPPCS duplicity in these motters hog been frustrating for us the
lundownerg who ore getting trodden on os SPPC pughes through ik project.
Thi9 gmoll volley is beoutiful for being undeveloped, and thot igjust the reoson
SPPC wants to blight it with their line-they know there win not be as mony
voices @compluin. Mthis line is built it will be o precedent for o power line
corridor. There is nkeody an esisting corridor ti the cost which can
accommodate a line wMch could easily supply any needed electricity for futuro
growth in thig r@on. The obvious puroose of euch a huro line Proposed by
SPPC is for emort to other retions. There is no need for such a massive line in
tMs areo espcciolly in light of the new local technologies which aro currently
coming online such as solar electric, low temperature geothermal, und ultru
efficient hnrdwnro. Do not let SPPC rush th rouah thie maseive bu ildin~ Proicct
which will desuoil nnd ur~.Please deny any company
from defocing the public ond privote Iond tike this. Please make sure that this
is trulv a dire necessitv of the local e~stin~ cusbrner base not iust a Political
~aneuverine on the Part of SPPC for selfish motives. They have made access
~M\h;~ plons di~cult and hove tieoted the 10CO1rosiden~ with arrogance and

. . .

Future generations willjudgeyourdccisions.

Pleuse decide wisely.
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General Public
Comment Set 32
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PART G. COMME~S

lJL.(,1. Ii::;; !s . . . . Gary A. & Lois I. Smyres
1790 Brunetti Way
Sparks, Nevada 89431
Home phone: 702 358-2723

Julie Halligan/Peter Humm
CPUC/BLM
CIO Aspen Environmental Group
30423 CanWood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

General Public
CommentSet33

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. iiumm:

This letter concerns the AltUraS Transmission Line Draft
Environmental Impaot Report/Statement (DEIR/S), CPUC Application
Number (93-11-018) and BLM Case Number (CACA-31406).

We are building a home near the top of Hoge Road in the area of the
last 4 miles of the transmission line that terminates in Reno, NV.
The proposed transmission line will cross what will soon be part of
the Rancho San Rafael Regional Park. Thie Park ie leee than 1 mile
from downtown Reno, on the southern end, and when the laet land
swap is confirmod will be larger than the San Francisco Golden Gate
Park. Points of potential serious impact concern the uses of thle
park: (1) The Reno Balloon Races (over 100 balloons are launched
each day of the event) are held every fall in this park and in the
last two years dozens of balloons have landed in the area of the o$5
propoeed transmission line. one of the most common causee of
balloon accidents is contact with transmission lines. (2) Future
development of the park will involve the construction of art
mueeums, etc., and people uee areas. The construction of a 345 kV
AC power line will effectively eliminate a sizable portion of the
park for development. A successful Texas school district suit
against a p~;scompany (mentioned in the last deposition meeting
in Reno) a Russian study concerning the dangere of
electromotive fielde associated with high voltage tranemiesion
lines.

We first propose that you coneider locating the proposed 345 kV AC
transmission line along the already existing 1,000 kV DC power line
corridor that passed though the Wadsworth, NV, area. This route
paesee closer to meet of the Nevada mines and still comes into
Reno. If the presently proposed location was choeen to SUPPIY
Northern California and you feel it is not practical to relocate
the line, I euggest you bury the line in the Reno aree. If a 345
kV DC power line cannot be buried I suggeet you drop the voltage in
the Reno area to a level that can be buried.

.

Ftil EIWS, Novaber 1995
G-87
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General Public
Comment Set 35

JuficHalligafletcr Hmnm
CPUC~LM
do AspenEnvironmcntrdGroup
30423 CanwoodStreet,Suite218
AgouraHills, CA 91301

May 2,1995

W: Application// 93-22-018, BLM Casc#CACA-3 1406

Dear Ms. Halliganand Mr. Humm,

My fcclinga about the Atiuras TransmissionLine Project ENS nrc twofold, My first
conccrrsis the effect it will have on the environment. For yearswe’vebeenhearingabout
the dangeraofclectromagnctsflclds,theirtinkto cancerin thosewho are exposedto high
Ievclsof EMF overan extendedperiodof time. I’m a thtleskepticalanda lot doubtful
thatthe propagandamailedto mc in regardsto thisprojectrmdit’sharmlessness.When a
monopolysuchasSierraPacificPower Companysayssomc!hing’sfor thebcttcrmcntof
our communityI immdiatcly havemy doubtsthat our convcnicnccandneedsarc firstand
forcmos!in the minds of those pitching the sale of this deal,

My secondconccmis theeffectit will haveon thelandscape.130 foot towersof wire
runningfor milesover hillsandthroughneighborhoodssuchasminearonot my ideaof
physicstlyappding. I will look out overtheview of PcavineMountainandseenothing
but massivemetalmonstroahiesliningthe hillsideandNnnirrgparallel10my neighbor-
hood, This eyesorewouldmar thehillsandwouldbeacenfor milesaround. I’m havinga
realhardtimeimagininghow anyonewho Iivcswithinmilesofthcse power Iincswill
maintainhighpropertyvalues,no onewantsto tivenearthcm,I suredon’t.

1am opposedto thisproject. I don’tcarehow importantthe power companysaysit is for
our community.The reasonmy husbandandI boughtthishousewasfor theview we
haveof Peavincto the westof usandthatwouldbe minedif Ibis projectis allowedto
procccd.

1wouldappreciatemorecorrsidcrationanddctibcrulionin tttistnaltcrbeforewu’rc
ramrodcdin!o a situationWC’11not be ableto changeoncecomplctcd.

Sinucrcty,

ocr.3s-1

S“~aronEarle

ml EIWS, November 199S
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PART G. COMMEWS

May 8, 1995

RE: CPUC APP. NO. 93-11-018 & BLM Case No. CACA-31406

Dear Julie Halllgan and/or Peter Uumm:

Hello & Good Morning,

1 u 1995

GeneralPublic
CommentSet37

The Jesuit Fathers and 1 own 80 acres in lassen County and are
are quite concorned over he proposed HIGH VOLTAGE TRANSMISS1ON
LINES that are to be built near our property.

As a llconsed Real Eetate Broker for over 30 years, I know
what TRANSMISSION LINES/TOWERS can do to the value of land.

The slose proximity of those huge TOWERS definitely lower the
value of raw land as It restricts the use and the views of the
ultimate usel, of the land.

To preserve whatever value we now have Plus insure us of
add-on inflation/demand for our land,

WE MUST VEHEMENTLY OPPOSE ANY ACTION THAT WILL AOVERSELY
EFFECT THE VALUE OF OUR LANO.

I paid dearly for thie land a few yeal,s ago, and although It
is of no concern to some people, I must limit our loeses and
use good business Judgoment to conserve while improving my
estate for myself, the good Fathers of Bellarmine High school
and the Catholic and non-Cathollc students of Bellarmine and
my Daughter and my three Grandchildren, who are my heirs.

If we cannot stop the intrusion of this huge proJect, our
alternative would be to EXCHANGE this 00 acres for other
property of equal or greater value.

As one can tell from a title search, 1 owe Mr. & Mrs. Watkins
a good’ly eum On a Note & Oeed of Trust on thie land. They
too, must be protected from a loss.

While I feel compassion for che people who need the power In
Nevada, 1 must firstly and foremostly protect the value of
this investment.

[ look forward to your serious comments regtlrdlng my star)d cincl
your comments as to a possible trade for other, non-effected,
land In California, Oregon, Washington or Nevada.

0GP.
37-I

cc Fr. Oaniel Weber,, Bullarmlne Prep

~al EIWS, November 1995
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PART G. COMMENTS

‘ ~r;(: EI’:E n til\Y1 1 1!1:)5
Robert C Ryan
110 SfivcrslonePlace
Rcno,Nv,87512

May 5!h,1975

Subject: Atnms Transmission Line Project Eir/s. General Ptlblic .
Comment Set 39

To: JulieIInlligatWctcrlIumnl
CPUCApplicationNumber(93-11-018)and lILMCase number (CACA-
31406)

1wouldliketo mrrkea comrncntin rcfcrcuceto the abovesubject. It is my
understandingthat the ncw transmission LineTowerswillbe 130’trillrrnd
this Iincalongwith its towerswillbc about 600 yards behindmy house in
t?eno,Nv. This woulddrop mypropertyvnlucabout $40000dollars if I
couldevensell my homewiththe Iargctowersbehindme??

It is hard for mc to believethat our localpowerCo, SSP,wouldeventhinkof
doingsomethingIikcthis. This moveby tbc powerConrpm]yis for profit
rmdprofitonlyand they dent care what they are doingto the peoplewho
willhaveto livewiththesemonstersin their backyard.

I would Iikc it to bc knownand madepart of your hearingthat I am ageaust
this project,

Yourstruly

fial ENS, Novaber 1995

0GP.
39.1
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William C. Thornton
Attorney at Law

May 10, 1995

Julie Halligan
Peter liumm
CPUC/BLM
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

GeneralPublic
CommentSet40

Re: Alturas Transmission Line - Project EIR/S
CPUC Application Number: 93-11-018
BLN Case Number: CACA-31406

Dear Ms. Nalligan and Mr. Humrn:

On August 16, 1993, My wife and I donated 120 acres to the
Washoe County Park Foundation as an addition to Rancho San Rafael
Park.

I understand that the proposed route of the Alturae
Transmission Line would allow for a portion of the power line to go
through the northern boundary of the new enlarged Rancho San Rafael
Park.

It was our intention that the area be for open space. I am
enclosing a copy of the deed which was recorded on this property
which includes several restrictions to keep it an open space.

In line with the intent and epirit of our gift, and general
policies of keeping parks ae lioPen spacett, we oppose the proposed

line through Rancho San Rafael Park.

WILLIAM C. THORNTON

WCT:sr
cc: Jim Shaw, Chairman-Washoe County Comm.

Gene SUlliVan
Steve Walther
Bill Albright

I
i
I

.

I

. . .
mr -

WIIENRECORDED, RETURN TO:
Grantee:
Washoe Parks Foundation
3500 Lakesido Court, Suite 140
Rcno, Nevada 095095

33305a

APH: a ~rtion of 003-130-39

1709635

‘GRAUT DEED

The under~igned grantora, WILLIAM C, THORNTON and DARDARA
C. THORNTON, huoband and wife, as community property, do hereby
grant, transfer and aasign to WASNOE PARKS FOUNDATION, a Nevada
nonprofit corporation, and to ita auccessora and aeaigna forever,
all of that certain real property locatad in tho City of Reno,
Countyof Waahoe, State of Nevada, beings portion of tho North 1/2
of Section 34, T20N, R19E, MDM , shown (inParcel C on a Record of
Sllrveyrecorded in the Office of the CollntyRecorder of Wachoe
Collnty,Official Rq~~rds, on ScPt*r 3 1993, at Dook No.

, Pago No. , and moro part cularly’dcscribcdin Exhibit
“A” attached hereto and hereby macq a

*** ~t No. j ~;~~~rco’e .

Together with all of grantorn’ riqht, titla and lntorcot in
and to all water rightn, mlnoral, oil- and gas rights, rente,
royalties, profite, improvement, tencmonts,.hcreditaments and
eaeemento appurtenant thereto,

Subject to an casement in favor of The Unlvorsity and
Community College System of Nevada datad tholm day Of~<flLst
1993, and recorded in tho Office of tho County Recorder of Waaho~
County, State of Nevada, Officia} Recordn, on Se
1993, as Document No. ~~ Dook No. -’3.

1993,
Page No.

for entranco and egrooo for tho maintenance ond uoe of
a whita pa~ntod rock block letter ‘lN1lmonlimantlocatod on parcel D
of the above referenced Record of Survey,

Subject to an aaaemont in favor of LIIO City of ncllod(lt.cd
the ~tiday of AUW ti, 1993, recorded in the Office of tho County
Recorder of Waehoe County, Stato of Nevnfla,Offi ial

f

Recordn, on
ScPt*r 3 8 1993, as Docurnont No. j~~~d~ Dook No.
Page.No. for entrance and ogrons by ho oponnor~~
cartaln flood co~trol dam construction contract with tho Unltcd
State5 Soils Sorvica, Dapartmont of Agriculture, their contractors,
employees, servants, agents, eucceaoors and aoaigno, for the
construction,use, maintenance and repair of tho oald flood control
dam, flood pool and appurtenant and relnted otructuraa.

. .

Enclosure

OneEastHrstStreet ●Suite 1405*Reno, Nevada89501 *(702) 348-7700

G-94
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1. There ohall bo no construction or mnlntonnncc of
permanent enclosed structures, buildingn or othor ~tructures
inconsistgntfl~ththe cogggnatiwn~-—--- orwrn c~~~~pro port~
ao a nafira~ park, opon opaco-ond outdoor rocrcationnl aren,
—--.----_—-——— —— —— —--— --.

2. Thoro nhall be no conotrllckionor mnintcnincc of
overnight camping accommodntionn or mohilo homon, billboards or
other advertising m4torlol on tho property.

3. Thoro ohall bo no dumping of nohoo, traoh, gnrbago or
other unsighbly or offonoivomotoriol,hnznrdouo nubotanceor toxic
wosto in, on, or under the oubject propnrty.

4. There nhall bo no opcrnt.ion of nnowmobilna,
dtlnebuggio4,motorcycloo,ull-torralnvehlcloo or ony othnr typo of
off-road or croon country motorizod vohiclon on tho proporty.

5. Thero ohall bo no hunting or trapping oxcopt to tho
extent neceooary to keep the animel population wltllintllonwmbnrn
conniotont with the ecological balanco of the arc~],

6. Th6re shall be no exploration for, or dcvolopmontnnd
oxtractionm~:l~o~lnoraleand/or hydrocarbon on tho oubject proporty
by any that would Jmpeir and lnkorforo with tho
conservation, open apace, park, rocreotional and aconic vnluo of
the aubjoct proporty,

Nothing in theoe reotrictiono ohall, or io inkondod to,
limit tho ability of the City of Reno, and ito partnero, ngonto,
contractor, co-oponoors, oucceoeoro nnd nonigno, including tho
soils Conservation Service, United Statoo Department of
Agriculture, to conotruct and maintoin a flood control dam nnd
flood pool on and about the Evans Craok drainage nroa, to mitigato

I wotlando affoctod by the construction of tho obove dam nnd flood
pool and to conotruct and maintoin root, oquontrian nud non-
motorizod bicycle patho and troilo on Pnr.eelsA and D of tho herein ,
doocribod Record of Survay, or the ability of ‘1’11oUnivcraity and
Community College Syotem of Nevada to maintain and uso tho white
painted rock monument historically known an tho University of
Nevada Reno “N” ae ib currently exlotllon Parcel D of tho nbove
referenced Record of Survey,

FkalEWS, November1995

I
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State of Nevada )
) 00.

County of Waohoe )

On thio ~doyof
4underoignod, a Notary Public in 4n

ti~, 1993, boforomo, tho
for tl]oCounty of Wa4110e,St4tc

of Nev4d4, duly commiooionod 4nd oworn, poroonnlly 4ppoarod wIr,r,InM “
C. TIIORNTON,pnroon411y known to mo or provod to mo on tho bnnj.4of
oatiofactory evidence, to be the peroon whooo namo 10 nubecribod to
the within inotrumant, and acknowledged to mo thst hc oxocutod tho
oame freely and voluntarily and for the uoen and purponco therein
montionod,

\@

!*.".l!,!o.,!ol.!i.,l.!,!!l'''''''`''l!'o.'''''!''''o.``''.!``''!''''''''''.!'"..'.'`'oSIIANNO1411ECIlE14t.lAcll~n

.$~$, t!{,t,,yr,,\,\lo.S,$\ncl’:,.,,:J.’
~1’lffdf)trJfill!u:f,:ti,J:l:\’;xl’:CClul’V

o ,Jfj)IIYI,llllO!lll:I:llCX11nt$J(llY?4.~~1I
!..,.,....o#...#...!,,.....lo...!!!.,!,.'.'`...!`.,!>,.!.,!.,,,.!,4!!,..!.!!!!!..’.!’.’!’

I
Stato of Nevada “ )

j oa.
Counky of Wanhoe )

On thie ~ day of ~~, 1993 bafore mottho undoroigned, a NoCary Public in.and for tho County of Wanhoo,
State of Nevada, duly commissioned and nworn, personally sppoared
BARDARA C, TIIORNTON,pornonally known to mo or provoclto mo on the
baaie of oatiafactory evidence, to bo tho pcrnon whoec n4me in
nubacrlbed to tho within instrument, and ncknowlcdgod to mo thnt
oho oxecutod tho oomo frooly nlwfvolIIntnLily {III(I for thu IIoon SII(I
purpooon thorain mentionad,

, .,4. ,,,,, .,.,, ,, .,,.. ,,,,,,,,.,. . ,,,.,,.,,. . . . ., ,., , , , ,,,.,, ,.,,, . ,,,

~.i;,..: ,

“ :1::}},
: 1,111:!. ,!1.1,,.1!”1 I i!”l!

) !1!:.y. .Jli ,, . . :,, :~!!:t.:,‘~;:::.:“:;l ‘ , ‘. ... .1 i

I “ “ ‘ ‘ ““”J..4. ,,, ,.., . ., . . . ., #, . . ,, .! ., ,, ,,...:
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OSGOOD
ENGINEEIIS

August 4, 1993

Tljomlon Propcrry

Pnrccl C @cmoindcr)
120.7880 Acres

LEOA[, DESCRIV~lON

All !Ililt ccr[fiin ~irccl siIuaIc In IIIC City of Rcno, Ncvndn, bcirrg u purlim~ of Ihc North 1/2 of Suction 34,

T20N, R19E, M, D, M,, nnd bchrg more p~rdculilrly dcscrll]tld ns follows:

DI?GINNING nt Ihc West 1/4 corner of SccIlon 34, T20N, R19E, M. D. M.; IIIcncc ulong IIIC following

1 seven (7) courses:

1. N 01°06’59’ E, 2663.58 feel 10 Ihc NW comcrof snhl SCCIIOI134;
2. S 89” SO’ 4&’ E, 2577.62 feet olong IIIC nodb Iinc of suid Scctinn 3d;

3, S 50”28’12” W, 655.42 feel;
4. S 10”30’31” W, 844,12 feet;
s. S 39”06’57” W, 7~.62 feel;

6. S 50°37’42” E, 1346,07 feet;

1. N 89”12’28” W, 2530,98 feet 10 Ihc point of beginning.

Excepting thcrcfrorn Ihc following dcscribcd porcc!:

All that ccr[ahr pnrccl siluatc In lhc City of Rcnn, Ncvnda, hcing n pnr!imr of the Norlh 1/2 of Scclirm 34,
120N, R19E, M, D. M,, nnd bchrg more particulilrly dcscribcd us follows:

Commcnclng at Ihc WCSI 1/4 comcrof Section 34, 120N, R19E, M. D.M.: thcncc
N 27”02’47” E, 1005.77 feet 10 Ihc POINT OF REGINNJNG; Ihcncc nlong Ihc fullowing four (4)
Courses:

1. N 29°20’53” E, 250.00 fCC[: ~@\.\\Y

2. S 60”39’07” E. 250,W feet;
SURVEPOO

3.

\\o

S 29°20’ 5?’ W, 250.W feel;
~ \&’ .0>

g>

\

4.
v~

N @o 39’07” W, 250.00 feet [o IIIC point nf beginning,
$ IJARVIN : .

~ I+AMIIICI( . ‘ .

.’ w.

>::iy~ 4
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RECEIVED APR 281995

4/23/’)5

S05 VOII Ness AVC,
SIIW l:rancisco, CA $14102

I/t;: /\lturus Inturtio
(;IJIIC # /\93- 11-018

General Public
Comment Set 41

IIo{lr Jut ic,

.$vvurnl Icl lcrs were wrl 1ton (luring lIIU scoping process iIl rcgnr(ls to
Ilsing csist lrrg uti I ily corri(lors for this project. Using existing
Ilt i lily corridors to the mnslmuo) extent possible is rtictntert in uvery
I;ovcrnmc!tl cnl i ty’s plan arr(l is supportc(l by the pubt ic.

I I wss ttskc(t, (Iur ing the scuping process, lh;lt mnximizing t hc IIse 01
c,xi:ll i ng corr I(lnrs bc n[hlre:!sc[l, 1111(1yet t IIo DK1lt mnkcs rr(~ at Icmpl to
,I(hlrcss I his importIInl aII(l un Ivers{l I conccrtt. Thurc nrc scvcrn I
(Ipporlrrni 1 ics to moximize tho use (JI exist inl! corrirh)rs withoul
c(lmpr,lmis ing 1ho object ivcs or lhc prnjecl or crcnt lrr~. Incrcnfie(l
cllvi runl!,orrt{l1 IIIIPIICIS, nrrrt lhey SIIOUI(t ho cxplorc(l in lhc Els.

Jlils imixing the IIsu of cx isl ing uti 1ily cnrri(lnrs cnul[l Invoivc plttcit)g
tho subslntion in, or as nenr possible, urr existing corriflor. This
t [tit occtlr$ WI thnut incrcasc(l jmpncts, 01 t hc tnp-irr point and IvouIcI
I l,PI”c$uII1 u form 01 ml t Igflt ion to this corrccrn.

IIIIIXimizlnrr lhc usc of cx ist lng U( i I i lY corri(lors COU1(I invulvc
c(Implc.t c, pnrl 101, or minor route rcnl ignmorrt. ‘~he DE1It mukcs no
III lcmpt to encourage or Irr(lcpcnttent Iy explore n i tcrrrntc routes lhnt
I\.,111t(1 IICI p Iichi cve this gonl wi th cqunt or Icss cnvi rorrmerrtn1 impncts.
J\l rcrtl[l I c ro(ltcs wi t h this very ncccpt nhle goo 1 ill mjtul shou III he
stu(lic(t it] (Ictrril in the EIl\.

‘rhom:ts F. Krntlc I
1?[).1 ThmII;I:,OII I.n.
.41lllr.ls, (“A !I(,lut

Mal EIWS, November 1995

-

0GP.
41.1

d

. .

RECEIVED APR 28 ]gg~ ,

~

I

I

I

i
,
I
,

‘1
I

G-97

4/22/!)5

Julie Ilnll ignn
CPUC
505 Vnrr Ness Avc,
Srrn Frttncisco, CA 94102

ljE: Allurns [tllcrtic
(.IIIJI: # .\93- I 1-01:{

Near JIII ic,

hlny 20, 1!)’).1 1 scnl you n v i(lco tIIpu th;ll IIOCIIIIICIIICII ::OIIIU wi 1(1I i Ic
concerns nnll showed n pni r of low flying geese using Drrggert (>nnyorr ns
n f 1lght corri(ler. Nnvcmbor, t!)94 1 sunt Aspen u let tcr (Iocumcnt IIII!
the cxlensivc Ilight t Irvc lo\\ ftying wntcr~rrwl rnigrnt ion which wns
usirr~ l}IIs SIIIIIU ~tiflht corri(lor. ,rhis migrnt iell occurc(l [luring 1he
~irs( ltlrv~, weeks of N{~vcml)cr wi t h lIIC f i rsl si~ni fic(lnl winter
s lurm:i. I liskc(l t ttll( I his IJC nlhlru!)scrl in I IIU 1)11[{ ;IIUI i I \o.us IIL)L.

I.uw 1 Iy i tIg, IJigl)l ( im~, migr{tt iIln:, 0( wn( CI r{)lvl Ilur inl;, >l(>rmy WCIIIher,
using DnNI;I!r I (:IInyoII us u r t iuhl c(lrr iltor, cOUIII IIU s il{n i f ICIIII1 IY
impncle(l h)) thi$ Pro.iucl . I wout(t Iikc to rc(pJc,;l, ngnin, thnt this
he ott(lrus:ocll i II 1ho kls,

Thom,ls t , 1,1.Ilok:I
/

[~1).\ ,rll,)lll,,. ,,,, I ,,.

Alltlrns, I’A ~1(,1111
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4/22/95

Julie Ilollignn
(:l)UC
505 Viltl NCSS Av~.
SUII franc isco, CA Y4 102

1(1;: Allurns In(crt ic
cl,tlr # A93- I 1-018

l)caf.1(11Ie,

‘rhu sur inlu~ i cut nnd psycho lugicn I ittlpncts of lhis l~r(~jcct on lhc
IIIIIII;II1 residents of hlodoc County WCYCnot properly addressed in the
III: IN.

lIa I. i ng tllc “[jab I ic Scoping kluct ing” in Al lllros htny Is, 1!J!)4, I
rcquus[ed t hnt I hc unlqucncss of the Nn(loc rcsi(lertt bc token imo
COIISidernl lt)n nnd addressed in the 1)1111(. It is quite ol)vious lhnr the
V,I I ucs 01 the Innllnn Inhnbi tnnts of h{odoc County are qlli tc (ti f ~crent
frolII the vn Iuos of t ho rest of lhc people inhnbi 1ing lho stntc uf
(!a t i lot nia. These VOIUCS arc Icrut hy t hc illlportance of visun I we11
I)c ingt nnd fol lowed by biolog icn I vn Iues. .~hls is not (Ioctancnlc(l t)y
Iorn)n I sciunt t f lc stud Ics, bnt by genera I opln ion nnd inforllln 1
!Ourvc,ys, \Vhoa gi von n choi cc, pcopic stay i n hlodnc County or mI)rc to
$Io(I(Ic C{natty nol Ior Jnhs or Illoncy, but for vic\vs nnd triologj cnl
I I!sI~uI CUS. lltrnlcs uro not hu i 1t bnsc(l nn prnx iljli 1)’ (() sch~)ots or
:.lwtppl. ngIIaI1I.s, bul based instead (III v iL,\\s. \Veckcnds nro not spend
gnillg to the theater or a shopping nlnl I, but are SP~llt ~ishinx$
cntllpln~. hunt imI or obsurv intf winter ing deer.

IIIIV III )IO(I(ICcounty’s Opcn$ CSPUIISivc \,icws, and lhc re Iut i\?c va Iuc of
t hesc v icws 10 i 1‘s rcs idunts, lhe hultlan inhabi tanls of h!o(loc (:uunty
wi I 1 IIU s(lcic)l(t~icnt ty nn(t p$.\(ctn)tngical Iy inll~nctu(l lIy this I’roiccl.
:\IIl (II) ty wi I I I lIey Ilti iIIIpncl c(t, Inn they wi t 1 he itllpaclcd in an
.dj.lljrllt,l I IIn,l lt i:. prt)purl ional o wiIy re 1:11i vc. to lIIC avcrngc llutIIan
ildlal~ilnnt (If lhis state.

IIi,;,,,,I pur~~y~ i“,]is n psycl,,>]”gicnI Cxlellsinn or n ph)~SiOtl)g lCU1

IIrocus>, Infollontion (“views”) aro gathered by the eyes nnd sent vin
LIIC OP1ic nerves to the visuni cortex of the brnin. Ilorc lhc
iilforlnal ion is intc~rated wi lh IIlc[nory nnd cxpectcd vnlucs. A
IIIIYS io]og ic respt>nsc is cl ici ted wllicll, IIupend ing un past usllcri~tlcc
nll(l C,sycctt(l Vnluc:,, Wi 1I L I ic i 1 n 11’.yc-holni:lca I rc,:ipiltr:ic. A
l~!:y(.ta)lt~jtic rcSp(\llSc Illtly I)ti vxl>rus:.cd in var ious wuyfi or ntil ill .I I I ,
t.,lt i I c.sl,rti:ls~,d \\ i t I l~r(Il)nhl) ia(lutc i! !.uciotl)~icn I r~SIXlllSU. t t Iltjl
u.,t)l Vti:tcd ini I inl Y, u CUIImtat ivc cf~cct if!ny ~~r lnnY llL~l o~~llrt inlll in
ciltlcr cnse, n suciotogicat response n]ay st 1I t fol tow.

I f v i sun I It]ctuory ilrrd expucte(t visual vn lucs are al)normal [00
structures), the psyct!oto6icnl nnd sociol~18ical reslmnscs
the chnngcd rsrv i rutrmertt wi 11 at so profrab Iy he abnorun 1 and

indust ridl
related to

COI11(1 Ilolcnl l/I 1Iy rcsa 11 in dopres5ioa nnd laLk ut nnlbi I ion.

1110 on Iy IIIali IImdC sl ructurcs in \l<I[h>c {:ollnly over 10[) ~cet nrc Iwn
rad it) to\\crs. I hink al)oul this - uvcry hanaIn in )Io(loc county over the
aue of six e~IIt pr(~l)al)ly tc i 1 you \\llere t hcse rnd io tuwcrs nrc !
Nunlerous 130 fool st ruclures n 11 int erconneclcd wi 1h wires on nn
otherwise cxpnns ivc, I~pcn cnv i ronwujlt \vi 1I hut l~y far, lhe hcov iu:.1
visun t ill)l)act ever prnpuscd for hlodoc County. ‘1he psychu Ingi cs 1 nnd
sociotupicnl ialyi]cts wit I he retnr Ivcly sovcrc,

Uchnvillrn I s! ud ics ot snndhi I I Cr,lncs nrc fu i r Ij Col,q)lctc Iy llddrUS:.Cd
in lhc DEII<. unkI Ilti t ignl iun Illcnsarcs arc cat cu Inle(l and prolwscd huscd
on those t n i rty xpeci f ic sludies and yet the hun]an ps)!ct)ologicn] and
snciologicn t ilnpocts of convert tnp f ronl an (>pcll, prist inc viewshu(t 10
an indast r int unv are not nd(lressc(l nnd thcrcforc no nli I ignt ion is
l)r,,p(,s~{], IJI<.IISC. IIII(IIUSS und prov idc nti t Il{at i{ul for lIICSC vury
signi ~icnnt iwpncls thnt wouId rcsu t t ~roIIt tlIu Ilroposud Projecl.

III, ‘1IIUIII.1:,I. hr:lll!. I
1201 ‘1’hollln:.1111I.n .
Alluras, CA 9(1101
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Jnl iu Ilul ] ignn
Cn1i fnrn i u Pub1i c
505 Vnn Ness Ave.
Son Francisco, CA

RECEIVED APR ‘ 8 lgg5

4/?1/95

Ut i 1i t ics Cnmmission

941(I2

1<1,:: Al turns Inlcrtio
CPUC # A93-1 1-018
c~Lfi # Jivo~

I)cnr Jul ie,

hlnrch 8, 19!J5 I nt tended the h!odoc County Plunning Commission hlcct ing
in discuss ml 1Igat irrg the impucts of Scgmcrrt A of the Propescd
Pro jcct. blitigation would Ii)volvc n very minor route rcnl ignmcrtt
OYOUlld ttJC SCCni C tOtr ond Of Dnggcrt CnnyOn JUtd the rcduct iOJl Of PO!C
hcitftJt in this nrcn to halp rertucc ttlc skyl ining effect of the
pro[xlsed route nrrrund 1110Cnnyon. Specifics of this mitigation wore
includud in rtn cartier letter .

[)uring my mutt ing wit h the I>tunnlng Commission, one of lhc
Commissioners ( rccogrtizing the significant impucts of Segment At
suggested and ttlscussctt a dl f ferent route thut iIc fci t would hnvc ~ar
loss impncts thnn either Scgnlvnt A or segment D. ‘this route 1S iI verY
logical route nnd nppuurs to trc intti rect ly and innppropriateiy
nddrcssod in the Dtil R (see “USFS Al t urnn At ignmont” on pg. 11-S2 nf 1hc
t)]!]R .. uncirrscd). Even t bough I nm wnu\vnre of t iIe cxnct USYS proposed
III ignmcnt, the at tnchc{i Independent IY suggested I>tnnning Commissioncr
mumbcrs n tignmcnt is very s imi I inr, und (hcrc{ore, for pract icn t
purposes Of this discussion WI] I he rofcrrcd to ns t]J~ USPS Altcrllutc
( scc pg. I ). Even though I pcrsonnl Iy do nol bet i eve in the ncccssi ty
of t his project in hlodnc County nnd the crcnt ion of n new W1i I ily
curr idor, this route (USOS Al tcrnntc) is probably the best conlpromisC. .
regard inl; I hc lnp in point nnd I he ~j rst fow mi ics of the Yropnscd
lll-OJCCI west of At turns. The fol lowing is n summnry of comments mndc
t,y lhe IIlnnn ing Commission hlcmbcrs (no fnrmn t net ion wns tnken 1 nnd
01 Ilers. which indicntc the nc~(i to study t tlc USFS Al tcrnntc n:; nn
II 1t~rJl~l c in SCgnlCllt #\ or SC#lllCllt l).

“lht, I)rojcct using Segment A is 13,(100 Iccl (2.40 ml tcs) longer
cumpa] cd 10 the l~rojcct using I hc USFS Ai ternntc.

‘Ihl! (!SFS Al lernnta snfe IY nvoids the zig zng pnt tern crcrtt cd in
S,.l:mclJt A ( iogicnt ty uvoids scnsj t ivc nrcas nnd arcns idcnt i f icd
IUIVing Publ i c nnd privntc concern in the scoping process).

11s

\ir tJuttllty:
.\i r Qunl i ty would be bcl lcr using (he USI.S Al Lcrnnle com[)arcd1[}
Sc#mcnl A dtlc to the 1inc icngth in this nrca treiog 2.3 limos
shorter. AIsc~, less rouli construction (pcrmnncnt twtd tcmWrurY)s
i ock moving, blasting rwrrt emissions would be required by the USFS
Al tcrrrnte due to the topography of the area (see photos). The
gentle, reckless, rolling hills would provide easy sccess for
cnnstruct ion without rend building. The rockiess nature of the 1

tcrril in ot tllc USFS /\l tcrnnte would rncnn Icss blnsl ing compnred to
Scgmcnl A ( rocky ridge] lne ).

Ui o I og i cn I Resou rccs:
Scgtnulll A is r ich in biotog icul resnurces duc 10 i 1 hcing nn
“crtge” type of ecosystem UUU rrnc uf the few Lrl]c canyons on Lile
edge of Ucvi is tinrden.

Segment A (nbovc lhvy 299) is in n hcavi Iy used deer wintering
nrcn.

l)nggcrt (!unyon is n heuvi iy used rnptor nrcu [ ns ninny true
cnnyllns nrc ].

The mn.ior i ty 01 Scgmenl A (above Ilwy 2!J9) trnverses roudlcss,
unluuchcd areas of nnl Ivc Populal ions.

‘~ttere uro I(I occurrences of apacia t stnt us pinnts lhat \foui[i
he j mpuclcd on Segment A and on iy nnc. on Segment U.
(USI:S ,\t tcrnuto M’orrid probably bc siml I irtr to Segment 11)

I]nggcrt canyon is n migratory route for watcrfowi drnpI~in8
down off ucvi Is t]urdcn to the wet lands bciow. hlnny of
t hcsc mi~rat ions occur nt night nrrd/or in stormy
\vcuthcr. h!igrutory occurcnccs nro nut ncnr so abundant
over the USPS At tcrnntc or Segmcnl l).

Iluc to much shnrtcr 1inc icngth, lhcrc wouId IJU less hnbl tnt

disturbuncc,
Snndhi t I crune coi t js ion Isrtcnt in I would bc rcduccd hccnusc

mujar stwwihi 1i crano uso arcns arc Iocatcd pr imnr i Iy
III the mnrc westward nrens (closer tn Segment A).

The USFS Ai lornntc wouId hnvc grcnt Iy reduced impncts rnl
juniper woodt rind, big sngebrush scrub, montiwte meadow,
VOI can ic grave ts, nnd tow aJtget)rustl (s imi I lnr to Segmcnl D)

Less mcndowtnnd arcu of lhe l~i t River woutd bc crossed.
The Cal i fnrnin Dcpt. of Fish and Gnmc bitrlngicn I survuy mnps

npponr to show Icss biologic concern ( cg. there nrc no
signi~icant deer or antelope hubitnt urcns on the USFS
Al tcrrrntc north of Iiwy 29fJj

The 1ist goes on. Diologicnl imp~lcls nrc very signi ~icnnt ill Segment
A, The USFS I\l Lcrtlntc is in nn nrcn lhttl hns most IYbeen prcv irrus lY
impaclcd, lIcncc nn( ivc bioiogica i rcsourccs arc not nenrly ns
nbundnnt. tliotowi[:;l 1 rusourccs arc C(IUivu iunt 10 those in SeFnlunt 11.
Iloth ronlc”s ttoli td tltlvt, to c! 0ss lhe sensi t ivc t’i 1 Kivcr, bul lhc U!II;S
Al lcrnule w(nlId cro!;s i t ill nn aron thnt hus n I re,ldy bucn imp:tclud
(old mill sile, cxisling power Iincs, zonfid indtlstrinl, Jlir[xlrt noise,
etc. ) An nltcrnnte Pit t{iver crossing paint wiltJ potcnliiit l)’ Icss
impncts is provided t)n I]ugc U of the ut Inched and shou td be studied ns
u Imssiblc modificnt ion ot the USFS Al tcrnitte (jr Scgmont U.

Cu I ttlru 1 I;e!$wllrces:
Sugmcnt A is rich in cui Lurs i si lu.;, nnlIIy ul I$IIICII were probnbly

nol discovered by the Aspen team ( for oxnmplc, 1here is nn wtd
ubfwulonud mine shnl t wi liliw n ~cw feel of whero lht propuscd 1ine
WOUI(l cross the cnslcrn subcanyon nt the north cnd [Jr Uuggcrl Canyclll).

‘rherc nrc five potcntini Iy significant sites lhat \vould be
inpacted on Segment A ( thut Aspen identified). Although
not documented, it is unt icipated thnt there would be much
fewer sites on the USFS At ternate (simi t iur to Segment U).
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PART G. COMMENTS

\lucll or t ht USI;S Al lern,ltc tins prev irrus Iy been impucl cd, IIcllcc
polcnlioi signi f icflncc or uny sites thnt moy bc present un
I ho USI,S ,\l tcrnote wowId prnbub]y be Icss.

I:nergy ionl UIiIi1ies:
lmpncls would probnbly IIC cumpcirublu Ior Segment A, Sogmcnt U

orrd the USFS Al turnnto,

(;cIIlogy, Soi Is nnd I>nluontology

ScgmcnL A crossos u Potent lnl Iy act ivc Intrl t nrul I hc sutr!;tul ion is
rrcnr nnothcr,

Sugnlcnt U dots not nnd i t is doubt frrl ( trul not docurnontcd)
Lhnt lhe USFSAltcrnrrte would either.

‘rhe IISFS Al tcrwntc wouId rcqui rc less blnst ing thun Segmewt /\.
IJIIC lt~ the rocky, nnturo of Segment A, lhcre wouIdbe more grotlnd

d i SIUI buncc ncccssnry in Segment A thnn thu USFS Al lcrnntc.
IIOUIdors nnd lnvn rocks wouId Y imply hove lU be nw)vcd in
Segment I\. ‘rhcrc wouId Illtvc to trc I csg (prohnt)ly none) rund
cnnst ruct i(>n in the USFS Al lcrnntc due 10 the tOpUgrflptlY of
the uren.

Il)drology:
t)robnbly s imi 1inr l[J Sesmcrrt 110

I illlll USO:
‘~hu lJS~S AI tornntc wouId have less impncts thnn Scrpnent A or U.

I{csldcnliol: Thorc would be nn opprox imntc cqunl numbc!” of
rcsidcrrccs within tho 2,000 ft. “limit” set by Aspen.
trcsidcnt inl oricntat I{wr and view shcrl impnct of tlffcctcd
rcs idcIIccs, however, WO> 1101 nddrcssc[t by AsPcn. tI[lnlc
or iclllut ion, 1rnnt doors nlld \vinrtow or Icntttt ion Ior the
mn,ior i ty of rum t hunms ii) hhwloc [:{>unty is townrd lhc
un:it ((wrd prcfcrnhl y s I ight I Y slJllltl I. ‘rhi Y nlturd:l lwo
IICIICI its - #1 n vic\v of the \Vl\rnur hluuntu Ins

Hz t IIC ,v[]rmil]g morn i ,lg !;,,,) (,I \VilllCr Ulwl

protccl iull ~rtm] the nflerlloon sun u~

fiummer,
/\ Iussor purl ot lhc view shtd!l of tuly polcitl iul
rcs idences ricer I he lJSfS Al I crnnlc wtruId be nlfcct cd (sue
photos ) #

SCJPIICII( A Wtwrld dnmiwnlc lhe r iuw shuds 01” lhu mnil)r i lY ul
lhosc rus idcncos w,ithin scvcru t t hoilsnnd 1cct,

{Ivcrii I 1 res idelll i n t impncls \\Iuu td hc Inuch more scvcl u fl>r
Scgmunl A t hnw lIIC USFS Al lt”rnntu duu 10 t hu sky I inilll:
cffecl (If Segment A nnd i 1‘s dcsccnt otf u promirrcnl poiwl
prol rud ing intu (IIU \YIIrm Spri IIgS Vu I I UY. “rho sk)’1 in ing
c(fcct of Su#mcnl A wrrutd bc vis ibt c fr(wnmwYl every
vex idence ill or nrulilld At tur(ls nlut frnm mtn]y mi tcs I I (ml
lhc ncluni I illu. I t Wuutd I)c visihlc 10 n much gruslur

exl cAL lhun lh~ USFS At lcrlutlc ( PICOSC see pholos ) or
Scglllcl)l II.

I f thesubslrrt ion wcro Inii It ttt the tnp in wint of the
USI;S Atternetc, the visuol impncto would bc rreor zero. If

!

i
I Illc SUIJ!.tilt ion Wcl c hui 11 tlcsr thu f)l(l mi I I , tllc vi!.u~l

inq~~lcts woutd he minimu I for two rcnsuns:
! #l Ihc topography is relnt ivcly low in lhis urcu

4-103

compnrcd to Ihc surround. .rhc substnl il~n would
N(Yr bu very visible f rnm rcs idcrrccs in the city

us Aspen hns impt icd (UOC pholw), (\cturrlly, thu
coltlrnry wuutd be t ruc - Segment A coming c~lf lhc
ridge of Devi Is (;nrdcn would be much Innrc visible.

#~ ‘lh~ SUIJSt Utiull WIIUllt IJIOIUI Wi 1h lhc llldust r itl I

cwnq)lcxcs of ltle prescrrt und thv fulurc fnr lh is

nrcn ( cwrrunl Iy zoned irrdusl r in I ),

I{ccrenl ionn I llsngcs:
The USFS Al I crllutc wouId impuct no I ccrcul ions 1 IIsc urcnfi.
Scgmunl A woutd impnct the D1.hlblkc rnulc 01 thu
north end of fluggerl Cnnyon ( scc pump hlct ) rcsttl 1itJg in
ttnmit igublc \IlsrJn I impucts. Ihc gotf course wuuld tro ICSY
impuclcd by t I1o IISFS Al t crnnt o ( :Iec PIUI1O) ttlctl i t WOIIId
by Scpmcllt /\ or Segment U, ‘lhui r is no mi 1i[lnt inn
poss ihlc Ior ltlc v is(lu ] Inq)ncts uf Sc[;mcnt ,\ On t IIC go I r
cou rs~, , ‘1’hc htudoc (:ounly I]tuwn itIX t!ommissioti I co 1s
lhc tnw(l purchnsc mi t igat inn i[l rc lul lun to Segmcltt 11’s
impucls oJ] the golf course is n dcsirnblc mi t ignl ion.

‘rhc (JSFS t\l t crntttc wnuId tru ont i rc ly on pr ivnt o prupcrty
(nl lhuugh totnl privutc property nl ~cctcd MoIJld bc
nppr{)x imntely oquu 1 t u So#ment A], thus rocrcnt ionn 1 uso
would J~c rcslrict cd,

(;rops mul ,\pri cu I turc:
Simi I fur ({>r even Ic*s) tu SCgmeIIl 1) UII(I Il]breforu Ici,:;

i II IP(IC1s t h{IJJ Scgtnun1 A.
I.ess Ime;Idt)\v Isnds of the 1)11 Itivcr \\f>uId bu crossed 1hnn

Sugmcnt A,

I Ilcrcnscd Iltmtnll Illt rus iulJs lnlo liC Iitl i vu Iy [:ndu\ u Iwljcll /\ruus
As n Ilcstl It nf lmprovett Access

‘rhu USIS Al lernut u \Inu Id hiI\,c mut”h Iux:, Impuct I hnn
Seyl,lclll A.

SO pull I ic nrun:; wnuIII ho impscted UIU1 1hu I>ropusud
purmlulelll rouds flt the WOrth Ond ul’ SCgnlClll A \You Id I101

be Ilccussury.

Illflximtzinl: U.xisl ing Ut i 1ity {:orrldurx
.Ihe IISI,S Al Lcrnlltc MUXimi%cs the U*C [Ii ltw$ cx i 1Itlg

111i 11(y corridor in lwo wnys:
UI the tnp iw p~>illt of lhc I;SLS Al lcrll[tt~ is fUrttlCr

south lh;ltl I hv t{lp in poilll of Segment A
#j t]l~rc \voul(] I)c 13,00[) fl 10>s 1itlc olltsidu of UIJ

cxlsting utility corridor in lhe USFS Allcrnnto
tf the oubslnt ion were Iocntcd nc~lr the tnp in point, murc
of the Projectwouldbe crortolllcdif]on existiilgcorridor,
‘rherrtrovcwouldthenfitmorenpproprintclY i!]tothc
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Knurgy Klcmcnt of the hloduc (:ounty Oencrrrl Plnn,
most other resource ptnns (as mosl nl 1 requi rc
existing utility corridnrs be used to a mnximum

dcgrcc ) nnd the requests of the I)ubi ic (ns e\’idencc[i
by the pot i t Ions fnr\vnrde(l to you last Sprlrlg und

t hc various tct lcrs t hut You have recicve(l ).

Zoning nnd County l,nnrt USC I’ion:
If the substnl inn \!erc Iocutcrt nt the tnp in [wint, it
WOUld fit into [III Oxi Sli Ilg utility corridor and would be
npproprintc (Encr#y Llement uf Modoc County Oencrnl I) Inn
spccif ics thnt existing corridors bc used). [f the
substnt Ion were tocntcd ilt the hli 11 Site, it woultl ho
nPProPr iat~ as the zoning rhcrc is “jrrdust rin I”, Zollitlg
or use is not npprcprintc fnr the sutrstut ion i n Sognlunl A.
Scgmetlt A impncts the hlod(lc County Getlcrn ] l.nnd Uso Ptnn
in more ways thnn the USFS .\t tcrnate (ur nny othor scgnlcnl
of potentinl nltcrnutivc, Ior thnt rnnttcr).
pr’lperty IS LIOUUII1 nnrt home:; nrc bui 1t bnsed to II III VI!C
(Ie~rcc on zoning, surround in~ zoning nl]tt the Gellcrn I
I,nnd Usc Pttln. Sugment A is in hlntunt (lc~itIncc of n I t
nf this. At Icnst n port in!l of the USFS Altcrllc(c
[ Includintt the suhstut ion] w<,illd he hui 1t jtl mI itrc,, t hn!
Is zoned induslriul {Ind IICA1 to n dutnl)it{tlcd old !OiI I
site und nn nre{i (If ftllllrc illdtlslrinl relnted ncl ivi ( i~,s
( mnrt, npj)r(lprinlu ).

N(1i *.V:
Simi Iiilr III Suxmunt J\

1,11111i( $ufcly nnti Ilculth:
tnlpl!cts \vIIu1(1 hc snmc (jr less for lIIC USFS Al tcrni~tc duc 10 t IIC

it

az

1!.[1:

PrOhld>lc less vmldnl ism (und rc Intod ncciduntal injtlry or
denth) nf subatnt Inn netlr c~ld ml 11 si tc duc to ctoscr
pnl icc services. I.CSS nlso for the tnp lo Iocntlon of

subs ttlt ion for tho snmc rc{lson 1)1us nun-publ ic nccc+s.
Qu ickcr response times ,}f r ire dcpnrt murtts - this
induslrinl mi 1I itr~ii 1s (Icsignntcd “(fiutunl nirt” by
bclh the rum I nod ci t)’ f i ru (Icpnrtmct)ts
[ the Aspen stntcd response 1i me of three minutes to tltt:
Segment i\ substnt ion is wrl~llp. I\ more npproprintu
rcs]xnl:hu t imc is 1S - ?IJ min. )

StIc i IIcctuulm i es nlul Ilub I i c Sc rv i ces:
‘~hcrc v~ouId be tess impacts on prnpcrty vnt tics urr 1he USI:S
Alternale us il is 2.3 mites shorter, ond it is iess visible.

II Otl.)lx>rtnt ion nlnl Trnff ic:

“rllc (Isrs ,\l Lcrll{ltc Woul(l lul\,c less i mpnc1s 1hcn St,gmcn1 II. \\i)tl i d
probnb]y be simi I inr tu Sc&me!lt A or less ( rnr ncccsc, I!rowdcr
Flnl l{{>ild ~s more heitv i Iy used ro.i(i thnn Spiccr In. )

Visunl:
‘fhe I;SFS Al Iorll.ltc wcu Id hnvc much less Vi:,uil t impucls t hnn

Segment A or Segment U.
‘~he USI:S At tornnte would he fnirly WCIt hld[len In gent Iy rol 1ing

hi I IS ns opposed to the skyl ining effect nf Segment A (SCC
phnt 11S) ,

‘rhu USFS I\l t crnnt ~: nnd suh!; lnt ion nl Lnp ill poinl woulli bu over
n riflge f roni lIIC c i ly (If A1tur~ls nnlt wtJtIld bc much Icss v isiblc
lhnll Segment J\ or 1),

,\sptcl, in I he i r slntcmcnl “segment 1) would rcsu t 1 ill higher
visihi t i lY nnd l!rentcr visunl impdcls to tllc pubt ic duc to cluscr
proximi Iy 10 ~\l lurns, ” is not nciun I Iy t ruu ( scc photns ),
cspcci IIl IY in thti cnsv of the llSFS Al tcrnntu. ‘~he IISPS Al Ierrrntc,
even t bough s 1iI{hl Iy c loser to town, WOIIId bc much mnre we I 1
hidden nnd blcn(l mnrc npproprinte Iy into the cnvi runmtinl. 11
wouIII l~c Its,; v is ib Ic from Itny rcs idcnce, bus iness, nr pubt lc
gnlhcrillg I1lncc w] Ihi[l the Ci t), ] iMitS 01 Al lUrnS thnn Scgmenl A
(see pbut(>s ) . I t woutd bo Icss v is iblc ~rcin trny higllw~]y i n Modoc
Count y. It would bc less visible from the VOSI mujority of
res id(:nccs or v icw urens f rum nny d i rect iol), inc Iud iII& I bc I~lll\l i c
purt inn of [IIC wi td I i 1c refuge, surrounding rucrent if]nn I t~tkcs,
(“cdnr l~nss, roods from 1.i kc Iy, et c,
Skyl III ing (~~ r idgclops does nol conlor[,] to I IIU Lnvrgy LIUIIIUII( (JI

the IIodoc” (:ullllty Gencrn i i~lnll,

Sec u I S(J rcsidunt in I impncts, under I nnd usc nbnvc.

Air StIlel Y:
Even thuul]ll SI ructures in the IJSI:S At icrnntu \\cmld bc closer 10
the Alluras Airport. thnn those in Scgmont A, skylltring tho ridges
nround lhe ni rilcrt (ns inScgmcrrl A) mn.v [IIso bo n detrimcnt.
hlit ignt ion of structures Iocnted closer 10 thu nirimrt mny invoivc
the pinccmunt c~ 1Ights un i he tni> of st ruclurcs, which mny huvc
t IIC ccmttitit i ve bel]ef i t or .rcducing bj rd cnl I is ions nt night or
drrr ing incl imni c wcrtt hcr (nul nddrcssctl 0s .1 rOrtn nf mi t igul ion
in 1111! Ilu;ll{) .

In summnry, I IIC 11S0SAl illrns Al igtuncnt w!ls I)rtlIx)suIl I)}’ lhc US Fl)rcsl
Service 0+ n polcnl Iui nl iglunerrl with less impocts. ‘fhe priv{ttc
property crossed cumpnrin$ this rnutc .Ind Segmcllt A is npi]rox ilnnte Iy
e{Iuu I iind yet Inure I hmI 1.l, U(IU I ccl (II pIlhi i c IIropc Ity wou Id hc
c1 imin;llcd f rum I ht. Ijro.iucl . ‘lhc c I ilui u:il ion or impucls on I,uhl ic
properly wi Ill ntl cddil ionnl itnpncls on priviltc I)rnperty is ill every
onus bc~l inlcrcsl.

‘Iile IlrcsuMcd C!)UISL. 1)1 t lie IJSOS i\l tcl Islle i> :. imi I iitt 10 lllnt
dCSCr i bcd tibtlvc, bUt prOhtdl 1y nut ~XUCt. ‘lhL. nllt>vc r(>ulC wcs
independent IY suggested by n mcmhcr of the llcldoc County tjlnnrring
commission nrrd others, nt though i t is u:]kno~’orwhether i t hns been, LO
dnt c, forms I ty proiwscd try others. The “USFS At lcrnnt e“ nnme, AS used
cbove, is used duc to ii’s CIOSC similiority nl~d simply for Inck of a
better nome nnd coutd just ns ensi lY be labc led “Scguent Al”

.-...-
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‘Ibis n 1t cr!lllt ivc was prolx~setl in ii I imely frrshion MI(I wi thin lIIC
.lppr(>printc commcrtt pcrio(l as dictntcd by lmv (Sicrrrr Pnci f ic Potycr
Compnny seems to have %ome protsl cm wit h this). It is a viarblc
n I lcrnrrt ivc mwl cmr bc shown to have lCSS jmpncts I hart Segment ~\ or
Segment D. The rnt ionnt for the USPS Altcrnntc c1 iminnt ion is totnly
Iltlfowndurt, can Im cas i Iy rcfuto[l nnd (Icmonst rotcs only a hllrr~ud

art tempt nt a(hlrcsslng this rcnl lgnmcnt (rind potential ly simi 1 Inr
rcit 1igmncnts). ‘~hc USFS Al tcrnntc lms nut IICCI1 proper Iy odrtrcssu(l,
nml 1 f nut rcnrhlresscll in il much more tlcln i Ic(l sludy, crm Id rcprcscnt
tl fnl;l 1 flaw in tho Project MI(I n (i islorl ion of the ChQA rcllu i rcments

as guvernod by Inw,

‘~h[lmns P,” Krnu~l
12(I3 ‘fhmnm;oll Ln.
Al ttrras, (:A !N,lu 1

- ?a
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PARTB. DSSCHON OF PROPOSSDPR~a,
fi=A-, AND ~A~ S~ARSO

As discussedin SecUonB.3, alterrrativeswere assessedfor their ability to reasonably achieve the project

objcelives end reduce the sigrdflcsrrt envlromnerrti btrpacts of the Proposal ProjwI, Afso, rbeir techrdd

and resula!ory feasibility was evaluated. Baaedon Uris screenbrg crheria, shefollowing dterrtmiv~ were

eliminated from frrrrher considerallon:

B.3.4.1 Afterrrative Route Aff~ertts rrnd Substation Sites

~s secllon discusses the alternative route alignments sad substation sit= elbrrfnsted from firttrer

consideraUon, Alternative route dignmenra are pr~ented from north to south,

~-a

Desctipflorr. The USFS (USFS, Modoe National For&t, February 10, 1995) reeonmrendd evaluation

ofs route that would replace Segment A of the Propsed Project. This alterasUve route would follow

the exlstbrg utility corridor off of the Medoc NaUond For~t and onto private land near Rsttlestie

Creek, then sottthw~t to !hrs AllerrtaUve Altursa Substation (Mill Site). From Use Mill SIIC, the

dtcrnative would be the same as Alternative Segment B (described In SeeUon B.4, 1. 1). Tfrk route was

suggested 10 avoid placing the Ibre on USFS land outside of err existing mlliry co’mIdor, The USFS

indicates thatthe Forat hd Mansgemenr Plan directs lhc placement of new utility facilities wlrfdn or

contiguous ro existhrg cotidora end enmurages the use of private lands for new corrfdors, Th$ Fores!

Land Management Plan also states that construction of ncw cortidors will be conslderd onty if

technology, safety, natlorral and state practices, errghreerbtg, orenvhonmentd qtrsfity prwhrdecwexlsting

uses,

Morrdefor Mlmhmrforr. The suggested route would rcrnaln ha rhc eslabllshti tulllty corridor across

USFS land, but would cross the urban arm of Alturas caushrg slgntficaat land use tmpacrs. It is noted

that the existing utility corridor Is located in CMeast-west direction, with no provision for north.soutft

lhr~ cxwpt in lhe area wltbhr the urban Afturas arm, Thfs eftcrsrative route 1ssbrdlar to Allcrrrat[ve

Segment B which is fally analyzed 1ssPart C of thta EIWS. Alternative Segment B avoids USFS Iand

sad appearsto comply whh the objectives of UseUSFS regarding usc of private land; it would achicvc

the same purpose es the USFS recommended altcrrtstlve, Furthermore, Aftemat[vc Segment B is better

dcfhscd at Uris point in Umc. Therefore, the USFS altcmatlve was not csrrld forward for fill analysis

haUds document.

B.52
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The ful lowing is photodocumcntnt ion of the visual effects of Scgmcnl A
nrrd the USFS Al tcrnnte to Segment A. The predominant nnd skyl ined
point of Segment A is high] ighted with nn arrow. This helps to show
thnl the profound visunl detcrimcnts nf Segment A not oniy impnct the
locnl residences. but rtlso the city c,f Alturns nrtd n ltrrge surrounding
nren. L\’cII ihough Segment t\ it. locnte:l npproximnte I)! 1/2 tc) 3/4 mi Ie
further west of Alturus 111011the USFS Altcrnnte. lhc visunt effects of
Segment A \vould impnct it much greater number of viowcrs: lhc nrrowed
point nlso H’i1I serve ns n rcfcrencc for your oricntnt ion.

I’ngc A shows Aspens photosimu I at ion of the point to help establish
your oricntnt ion.

Pnges c through II should he used In rcfcrencc to the Ci t>? of Al turns
mnp (page i) 1.

Pngcs .1 through S shou Id bc used in rcfcrcnce to the mnp on pnitc 1.

Page T shou Id bc used in refcrencc to the USFS map at so on page ‘r,

I)ngc U shows ii w~tct in 1 mcdi f icnl ion of the USFS Al lcrrrnte nnd Scgmcnl
n that may reduce the impncts of the Pit River Crossing.

\

G-106



u

————

v

.,.. ‘ .>,..,,,-., ,, .*, . .. “*.

:-.. .. ...*..

w-,, .H

. . . . . . . ,,->

. . . . . . . . . . ,.,, ** ..ti”

,.. “ ,*,

..,., a,,,”,

-,, . ..”...

- .-,.,,.>>‘.,,,,,, 0-,,

-,s .- .*,,*. “,, , ,*d,G .,m’,

,*,, .,,.., . .

>>..,0,“.
..,.,.”,0 ,.., ,,e,*

‘.*,...,.,>* ,,”. .,,,

, ,... -. , .,,., *. .*,., (w .,.=.

>- ,*> .,->

..”

I ,.... + .,,.

;



Q

.-,: - .

.,

,,,.,

.,

?

,..
,.

-,.

.,.

“ ,/

f
$“.. :. , , ,.
:., . .
?., ,. ’.,
;.,
,’ . . .
>.,.,.,,.,. . ..

‘,. .
,. . .
~,. .. .

. .
.’.

,-, ,.

m
o



“,

,1 )

PART G. COMME~S

~al EIWS, November 199S

G- 109



—. .-.



PART G. COMME~S

x

WI EIWS, November 1995
.,

G-111



.



—~——-

-.

—- . ...-

,,,
. .

. .
:.

.,
,,.

:.,,,
..
~.

,.
,.

--:-—— .

“

@



<L
v

I

——— .—. ... —-.--------.



—.

,.

.



— -- .



-. . .
..
.’,..) :.

PART G. COMMENTS
. . . . . .. .. .. . .... ..- .. ... .. ..- ———.— —,

I
:..

. REcElvED hlAY 101995

s/s/9s

Jul icIhrl 1igan / Peter Ihtmm
c/o Aspen Envi ronmenta 1 Oroup
30423 CanwoorJ St,, Suite 218
Agourn Ili t 1s, CA 91301

[(11: Alturns Intertic
CPUC # 93-11-1-018
[11A!# CACA-31406

,

Ilcnr .JuI Ic / JIctcr,

Altcrnntivos In rolution to this Project huvo not proporly been
cncournged, idont i f led, or studied,

Ihlgut olnck, Sierrn Pnci f ic’s l~rojcct hfnnnngcr, rcnssured the
cnncert)od publ ic nt Sicrrn Ijnci f j c~s Pcbrunry 28, 1994 ‘)open houcu”
lhut t ho proposed n] isnments wouId not necessnrj Iy be t ho f inn!
n 1igntl!cnt, l{c stnted that upon ncccptnncc of Sierra’s nppl Icnt ion for
the Project, rcnl ignments tiou Id then be “out of Sicrrn’s hands”, but
the dlsjntcrostcd third pmrty (Aspen) would identify sensitivo nrons
of col!corn nrrd ron 1i~mcnts nround t hcsu nrcas wouId bo probnbtc,
This stntemcnt is rcosonnble In thnl tllc disirrtorcstcd third pnrty
(Aspun) is n~sumcd unbinscd snrt hns the rcsourccs to dctcrminc
nltcrtlntives In sensitive urcns, I:vcn I bough nrcns wcro idcnt i t led
durl ng 1he scoping process es trcjng sone i t Ivc (cg, nren west of
Al lurns nnd Long Vnl Icy in Sierra County), the DEI[{ modq no
illdollcndettt nttempt tn idcntjfy ulturnnt ivc III ignmcnte.

In n(ldit inn to nl tcrnnt l\Ics not being provided for nrcss idcnt if led us
bcit)x seltsi 1ivc during the scoping process, nltbrsnt ivcs were nlsu Ilot
cntournged. The CPU(! only c t cnr Iy cncournRed nt tcrnnt ivcs from t ho
j)ld~l i c UP 1(> ilny 27, I!JC14(SCU (I1 tachmolll A) . liver) ( hou~h NtllA .( S{ u:;
1ISI I thu sc{lljiltg prouuss is cunt inuous, t hc Ijul] I i c wns nol muflc UI!II re
(>f I his olut i t Wns impl ictl t hut Ilo furl Ilcr CUIIII,lCIIl S rvou I(I be SCCepl U(l

I,u!. t hlny 27, 1!194 unl i I the comlnont per io(l roopotlc(l for the UEII{.
Il,lr ing 1I]c comment period fflr t hc IJt:llt, only Cflmlllcnls on the J)l:llt Wfire
L.itt.Ou rnged , “1’here wns no cncourogcmcnt of n Jtcrnal Ives.

IJII page II- I J III ,\spuns Ellt/S Proposu I for lhc project, Aspen suggeslcd
lhc possihi t ily of “Artvisory Commitlccs” lhrrt \voul(l integrnte the
1>111,1lC inlo the process of uxploring nl Icrnat ivcs. ‘Ibis, however wns
sotcnrr led out {urd I here were 110other mclhuds used tn ho I p cl!courugo
itllu[tlltlivc, s. ‘~hu “\!nrkshop”, \!hich nppnrunt Iy wus used to tukc the
plilcv t)l “ndv isory cnmml 1lees”, wns wfl crcd ont y to “ans\vcr quusl inns
OI)UU1 (ho Projoct”. I t mndc no nt lcmpl to cncourn~c n] Icrn{:t ivcs.

S11 I 1 in nddit ion 10 thu ohovc, nllcrnnt ivcs were nctun] Iy discourrrgcd
by Slcrrn Pscific during the tJEll( con,mcnt pcrind by stnt Ing thrrt it
wns too Intc in tllc process nnd thnt Sicrrn lJnc! fic woutd rcsisl
nltcrnnt ivcs outside of their 660 foot study corridor.

Dua to the Inrge volumn of publ ic concern rc ]nt ivc to LIIC ~~pulnl Ion

of lhc nreit, I woutd soggcst that tho lead nscncics and Aspen tuke the
t imc tn propcr]y cxptoro nltcrnat ivcs, To dutc, i t hns not been dono,

Thomas l:. Kr{l!lc 1
1203 “thomnsnn 1,11,

Alt Uros, CA !J(;1OI
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S/S/cJS

.JtlI i v lIu 1I i gull / I>ct cr IIumm

c/o Asl)cn Envi ronmcnto 1 OrrJtJp
.IO.123 (’nn\vood St. , Suite 218
I\JJnUrII Ili I Is, (:A 91301

1:1:: Al (ur~ts Inlcrt ie
(~r~[i(:#9J-I I-rJIS
Ill h! #CACA-J1406

Iluring lIIc AltUrOS scoping meeting uf hlny I&, 1994, “it was Uske(l t 11111
1IIU fc 1iol)i 1I ty of OI>A ns {i source IIC Cxaminett. ‘~llis wns nol done in
mIy (lc PtlI In 11]0 DEIR. Recent sn Illlon 1111t Ig{tt Ion of tl]c CoIumbln It i ver
mnkcs 01~.* pnwcr u potent iu I Iy unrc 1j[AJIc source. Since rclinbltlty is

10
;!5

tlIc m:Ijn dri\’ing force of this I)rojcct, nu in dcI)lh nnolysls of IIlc
Iillul e n~fccts ur snlmnn IIIi 1 igul!oIl shoui(l ho il]clu(tetl in IIII,;
(I(ICUIIIC III - nl}lcrwisu ol)jecl ivcs muy nuvcr Ilc :Ichiuvcd.

‘rtliMISS 10. Krnue 1 ‘
12U3 ‘lh(muIs(In l.n.
Al t urns , (!A ‘JII Ill 1

JtJl iu [[III I ixon / l~clcr Ilumm
c/o Aspen I:tlv I ronmon1n 1 croup
30423Cnlts{)o(lS1.,Sui[C 21tJ
Agour,t Ili I Is, (!A !)1301

RR: Alluris. It\lcrl ic
l;l~ll(: # !JJ-1 1-018
Ilr.hf #rA(:A-3 J406

I)onr Jul ie / Pclcrt

.

Apri ] 1~. 19!J5 ltlc h!udOCCOU1ltY l]) UUflillg COlllllliSSiOll toled ullullilllOUS 1)’
to oppose Segment ,\ and Segmcnl U of tlIc Project. ‘~lle Pl Ollning
Commissloll recognized nt this mucl ing lllut tlIis t)l~~jccl would
cvcntunl ly nttrrlcl t~tllur simi I inr projccls nnd :.crvo to crcntc n nc\v
ulil ily ~orridor. ‘rhuy Iucognl Lcd 111,11U1IICY {II t crnnl ivcs for t It is
nrcn, wi III less envi ronmcntnl impncts, were ul]viously not slu(tic(l or
tl(hlrcssc(l in 1IIC OI; IK. ‘~lIe I’lnnnitlg (’utiuuiss i{lll stut c(l that (>tIIcr
rcnl ignmunls fur t I)is nreo \ki (II lCSS v isua 1, bit)log i cu 1 nnd probni)lc
ovcru j 1 imp{lcls udrc itvu i lilbl C. At t tlC hlilrctl $, J!)(JS $h>(t(lC(:011110”

1’1ftnnlnp (:ommis!iit~II mcol Ing, sc\cro 1 lflJ!,icnl ren I Igtmlcnls were
(Iiscussed .

III (’lulllll,r 5 tl’lt!pltrillg E!l\,il”c)!l!l!ullllll IIIIPIIC1 SIIIICIIIL,IIISI 01 lIIC Nlil’A

llumlhi~uk, it sti!lcs “A range nt ultcrnut ives is i nit iol lY Inrmttlutc(l
during scopinK OIId is rerinc(l t hruugju)ul tlIc h,ls I)roccss. Ncw
u] Lertult i \Ics cnlI und SIIOII Id IIU duvul(tpc(l nnd (lclinc~l us t hc IIct!d
{Ir iscs (Iilr inn prt.pnrnt inn ~>r t Ile Ii IS.” Sincl. scopinN is un nngniri~
PI UCCSS, (Iml Scpmcnls A nntl II nru ullncccplnbl c routes, 1 wouId I Ike lU
rc,tlucst I httl other ruulus hu scrjttus Iy invt,sl iF(llc,tl.

1f III lcrIsIl c!. cttil IIUI Ilc l~lull(l III lIIC nuiir ltllur~, 111.tl Ilnic Iu*s
impflcls I Isul ScPmL,nls ,\ ur U, some ucl ivc ~orm 01 u I lcI IIU(C I oulu
sol ici 101 inn, cnmhinutl \\’i t II t Ilu i usuurccs iuld Id)jucl i\’i ty O( ASPCII.
SIIOU1(1 IIC implemutltc(l. Ihc “t\(l\ isury (’(u!mlit luc.. ”, ns (Iuscril)cd on
pngc lJ..I J 01 .\ SIIUnS 1;11:/S Pr{lpo,,:I I 10 thu 1’11111:SIIOUJtl bc implomcn{cd.

,

“y&Y/
.111,111101!:1.. Klnuc I
I 2(1.1.Illkln::s.otl I 11.
,\llnrns, t.,\ ‘I(, IIIJ

o4?.:0

1
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RECEIVFn MhV 10 IOOR

s/5/!)s

Ju 1ic Iln I 1igsn / I)ulcr Ilsmnt
c/u *, I)CII Env i rcInmen t n I Grou I)
30423 Cnnxon(i St rcct, Sui tc 218
t\ IIOIIr,I Ili 11.;, (!A 913i)l

1:1: Altur(IslIIlcrlic
i.1~~:1:# /\93- 11-01/;
111.hl# (’A(?A-314(10

lli,,II ,Iu I ic / I)clcr,

I ruvl 111[11Illo Vissul
(II l)np~url (“nnyon were

nxpecls (II (ho I)ro.iccl uw 1he Iw)rt hem pnrl ios
sol Conlplele Iy or Ilppropr inlo Iy Ollllrcsslsl ,

(ltI l~cpc [!, I .1-.12, SCCCIICI p: Irm~rnplI, (}1 1IIC 1)1:11? i t is slntuIl I h,I 1
SCJSIIUII1 11S0 l-ANl12 \t(~U Id tltlvc “so s ixn i I iciw]l v i sua 1 impncl s“. “Illih
,s1ut umelll i.$ I)(tsc(l cnt i rc I y on lIIc prc,sul,lo(l “,SIII(I I 1 IlulIIbcr 01 v i.s i I or.;

. ‘“ nrun”. ‘rllis is it) crr[)r l~us~(l 011 tllu fol lowin~ facts:
“1Ilvl u is ,ln eslol) I i :,hutl Iliku Ul)ulc I lull gilus it) t3il~&C~l
(’mIyoII ( t ho I)nx cnny(ln ) . I)ICIISC suc lhu higl)l igllle(l nrctl
~If I IIC UIICIOSCII I)UmplI Iel wl}ictl w.Is {)11 (1 i !;plny nt tlio ,\l tur~Is

111.)1(1~1 ice, Tllis is II (I(ICUIIICIIICII mIIl promul c(I psl h. J\II EA
rO~ this I)ikc I out c wns comptcl CII IUWI s Ijtnu(l try 1(I ch lhtrnh.
(list ricl Inlnnngur nl’ the ,\l Iuros Ill Al ol”f ice. This llrt~jcct .
wi 111currcol row! iny , wl>uI(1 I>rt.:#cnl n [:10s.s 1 lwulliI i~trl)l ~,
ilnpncl ns i1 wou1(1110 iw thv I l>rgrosn[l 0( 1he v iu~l :.hu(l 1~1 lhu
I>lr( cuilyotl (tlwl hi kc rIJulc. ‘1’hi > t~its nlIl n(ldre:;sull ill I IIU

1)1.11(!

“rh~. Ilos uullyorl ix it rc Iwl i \ ,:ly I,l)pIl I ,Ir UIIII Iw;I Itl t)~ ..Lc(I i c
{Irivc:, iIII(l wiIlkc, ~1~ IOCIII PLOPIC. I 1 is ,111alcu 1)1 pecul inr
iwlc, rusl lltill is cl{lsu 10 l\lllll’ilS. 1I tl(ll(ls ~ulurc polcnl inl
lo! i ncrt!n:;vtl vi:; i (or Ilumhcrs rul~l I hi !, wns tint flfltlrt!ssc(l i II

Illc 1)1;)1{.
\i .Oi101 Ilulllt)vr:, II I(II]V (k) 11111Ilule[mi IIc i 1‘s vissnl,.
:, lJ!,I 1I l’.1ttlL,c 11s IInpl Ie(l ,11111:.tulcti is the 111:11(rt)r Illi:. nrcil.
I I IIlis Inl it~ltul wcoru lrtlc, wc shoslll trui I t our intlusl riul
St I UC(ures ill I hu remolco corntts tlf {]ur wi I(lerscsscs.
[)11 IJityc (!. (,-.11 01 (lie IIEII(, i t sliIlefi (ull(lvr I!collII;y) t 11:11
“ I SIPIICI:. {II Llle [’1(Ipose(l I/t ojccl (In thcj PCUIngic urtv i rOIUIIeIIl
t\,IIt III I)c cons i(lcrc,rl s ipn i ric.lllll i 1’ , , . IIwicptu gc~)lng ic
rc~ltslcs or uculo[:iv fCilt UrCS 01 Iltllt..unl sciunl i I ic vnluc I(tr
s[u,ly or inl(!rpic, l,il i(IIl wIIul(l I)(. [Ii.slulhl,(l or t)thvrwis~
JIII! cr:oc Iy LII lco1.lcIl by I Ile I I [Iltslni:;s ii)n I illo au(l coIlse[plL.tll
cllnsl ruct ic!n nci I v i t iu:o, ” IIIIs ccrlaittty pl:rt,tis:) (() lIIC
{,:!nyt)n.. (It I tic n!jrlh VII(I t}l IJsI!:!uI I (.ntly~)ll U(OlIu!Y I!rl. VLOI)
I,UCu I i[!r. It) I hc ttrcll sIlll urt. hu ing illlp~!cl(:tl. I’IIc IIUCIII i,lr
Ilnl tll ( fll I lIust: c;lny{ln,i, sonlllisc(l wi 111 I 111,cln$.(sI(,sJ; 111
Al lUlit:O, illl, vi:,u.lt {II I I Illltlt.’i tllnt !.lltlllltl Illtl Ilr
rswlccossur i ty iillpuc lctl hy lhis l~rojccl. ‘fhc v isuul impilct:,
1111lIICSC cnnyons I\[)tt td be (’luss 1 impncls nn[l lhc ccrrsuciucnl
(1islurhnnce ol I Ilesc sni(juc geotoglc fcnlurcs woul{l IJC n
CIII\s I inllwtct Ihnl is unmil igllhtc.

,

.

#S hli t jpst ion llw It wns wul tli:,csssc(l in ( IIU l)lil N wn$. rutl 1i~lmlcnl
nrnutwt lllis :;unsi 1 i \,c area, 1(CSI ignll!cnt cou 1[1 I)c 0ss i Iy
ncllicve(l to ~tvoid this rtren Iwwl }Iotrl(l lln\,c less ovcrnl 1
intpuc(s. I{cu I ignn]ent r~)ute+ Iuivc hucn n[l[lrcssutl in sep:trnlc
Icllc[s It, you,

.~tlcthi r(t [lilt n;~rnp]l c~f IJ;IUC c, i.l-.]~ (11 the t)p.11: II iscsssc$ I hc SCSMCIIL

f rOm AN[’2 nll(t UrOUn(l A(J3 (In(l Ugnittsllggcsts i 1‘s ins igni f i Cuncc Ihrc 10
Iuw viuwor wrrnlbers, ‘~tlo rlt)o\?c nrflumcnts ugll i n I)ortn in. ‘~t]is (Ire[t \}us
011Iy n(l(lrcssc,l ns if vicwotl I rom Ini Ics ,a\vny UIWI \\,us nnl urhtrcssc(l in
lhc t3Cll? in (crms of il’s more (Iircct visunt cflec t:;, such os the VICW
fronl t Ilc IIL)K crwly~)n, or t tic \, iuw Irnnt t hu CUS1 Invn I low :iul)cnnyoll
( I tllll ( h,: rolllc vrn:#sc$ t , I’lle \’ isull I s i xn i f ivnllce {II t tlc cnst
subcmIy(III c1 Dnggcrt l;nnyutl (AucptuvnItowcIuIy(InJw(ISIIoln(lrlrcssu(l,
\?hcrc lIIc 1)1().iucl crosses I 111s cluIyml hns s igtl i ~itinltl v isu[[ I Illor i 1.
I t is rcc[)gnize[l Iis II visual ly scI\si 1 ivo nrcn. nn(l yet this wss not
[1isctr., sv(l irl t hu 1)1;1t{ ( I)ICOSC In I k Ill 1110 hkwk)c Nnl jown I I,oresl
rcgrrr(l iuy lIIC v i xwnI s igni f i cattcv 01 t I]is orcn, \\tlj ch wns nl)l)nrullt I y
over Iw[>kc(l1.

‘l\\(> U1Ilcl.p(>iIllsSIWIUIlltlISt)I)c il(l(lrUSSC(l [111(1mi I i #ill U(l:
#l ‘Ihc (:rrnl(lcr Vlnl I{orsl is Ilunvi Iy Ilscd us U wulkirrg I roi I , I

knou, trccnssu I I i vc by i t urr(l sou i t‘s I ru[plcnt usc. IJcnplc
l~oI k t Ilis rotu] tluc Iu i t ‘s phys i cn I ch:l I Iangl, nrwl view, Ttl I s
i~r,~jecl wcs 1(1 honv i Iy I oIpnct this pupu Iiir ws t k i ng rust c, 011(1

\t(llll(] bC very ViSliJIC CrOSSlllg the flst plnlcns south of AOO.

‘rh is urn in 1ctuls to I he s iRn i ~i cnrrce ill t his segmewt nnd
sln~u1(I Ile a(l(lrcssc(l nlul UIItignt c(l i n t hc Cl S,

#2 11 shos III n I so hc nwtc[l Ltlnl my rartli ty‘s IIIJMU ( “l)ri VUIU
I es i(luIIcc i n lJtlgflcrt Cnwyrrn”J is h Igher :ul(t closer t lJ(ln KOIJ 42
(n A(J3 otILl, lllurcloro, I he v Isrro t imp:lcls \vLnt1(1 not trc
:) III, i I I:tr - I)u1 \torse, ‘rhis w\lu 1(I rcsll I t i II n COMUIUI [VC
impncl It) nly v icw, rwhti up in lhc fie\,Lorc vlsso t impnct uf
s},yl inillg lIIV 1)0111( just north ul lh\v 2(J!J, ulwl IIC1 irrp SS n
rclflilnlur I lull t tlc OIICC PI. isl i IIL. lJilppurl (.sllyon i$, [t II,l,)st
lul.1 I Iy llrnckclc~l by i n(lust r in I power I i wcs. “rhc v icw t rom
cv~.ry wi ll(lul~ in my Iluw Iy cowfit ruclc(l homu \\ i I I lIc tte~]vi 1)
i[np.let ctl. 1 cons i~icr this 10 1)0 very s igoi I ic;int ntul r~quL.S(
I Ilill yuu [It c(lsc (ul[lruss Inncprnpc in t IIc ijl r{ t hnl rof Iects 1his
11,11s IInp!tt;l . Ilnfurllwlnt c Iy, (Iwu tn our Ilccu I irrr hliuli)c t ustcs
mIIl vu I ucs, 1 fuc t n)y r{llllt I i V* I i f es WI t t I)u IMISICI uli iln(l
cl II II IpcIl I(lruv{. r,

.rilollsls 1. Lrttusl
] 2(I3 .rh[)lllilsotl I.11,
Al lures, (:A !l(, t{Jl

o4?.:2

o4?.?3

o47.74
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5/6/95

Ju1 ic Ilnl Iigan / Peter Iiumm
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St:, Suite 218
Agnurn Hi 11s, CA 91301

Ilr:: Al turns Intert ie
CPUC # 93-11-018
uuf # CACA~31406

Oear Jul ie / Peter,

Sicrrn Pacific cnl led me the olher ttny to advise me tbul a survey
c I cw, hcnded I)y pau 1 l~ace, wouI d bc on my property along w$t h u lenm
of biologists, he~ded by Pntricla h!oslcy, for’s few dny$. ‘ TodnY, 11
hcl i copter hps be?n work~ps \ho 4r?n .wi th tho suFyey tb?~, apd’.oa 1 ‘
\vatch lhem but .~ \vlodo\v, I cnn’ t Ilelp’ but wonder hhw the ~iofogists’ ‘:(
con cxpoct to co! Icct’”any, dnta other thnn botoniclil dn!fl. [f ‘wlldlifo
s~u(lie$ ~ore ~lonc (luring lhis p~rio(l, ~b~~iously the survey crew WOUId .

lessen t hoi r findings, This cuncern wus expressed in a Iqltcr to You
hiny of 1994 (cnc Iosed - copy of originn 1 cnn be provided) and has yet
t o IIc {Iddressed. .

Sinccrcly,

Thomas F. Krnuc 1
1203 Thom;tsun l,n.
Alturns, CA 9L,101

.-

04735 !. .
. . .
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4, 6/95

Julie Hal Iigan
Californln Public Ct ii icies Commission
505 Van Xess Ave.
San Francisco. CA 94102

m: ,Ilturas Inter tie
CPCC # A93-1 1-01$

Dear Julie.

The DEIR addressed some, but not nl 1 o” the concerns expressed
‘Aregard i fig the two northern subcanyop~’ f Daggert Canyon, located north

of HW 299. For example, specific raptor and visual studies were
Iackipg; even th~uxh these were addreesed as ,verY aPecific concerns
durifig the scoping process. . Approfiriote mi t ignt ion \vas at so not
sufficient in regards to \his area, as very minor route real ignments
may offer the best form .~f mttigat ion in nvoiding tl)is sens i r ive area.. .

In an effort to reduce the impncts of the Project on the north end ot’
Oaggert canyon land overul 1 imPnccs of the ProlecC 1, Plellse consider
the following mitigation:

#1 minor route realignment as sho\n on the enc Iosed map
#2 reduction of pole structure hieght to 70 ft. on Segment A. north

of Hwy 299
#3 comptete rehnbi 1i tat ion of al 1 access roads north of Hwy 299

Daggert Cnnyon narrows into two subcanyons at the northern end. The
west subcnnyon is n spectacular steep wal led box canyon with a
seasonal wnterfal 1 (Rock Creek), The BL!t current Iy has plans for o
bike route to this subcanyon. The proposed Al turns Intert ie crosses
just to the north of this beautiful subcanyon and wel I \\’ithin the
subcanyoms view shed. The eastern subcanyon is n deep Ii]va canyon in
n completely roadless area. also with n sensonat creek througn it.
Thu proFosed mute crosses over the mcst s,:eL :.icu..lr P, Jr:i~:n Ji :nis
subcanyon, Both subcanyons are arens of concern regaid ing raptor
habitat. Both subcanyons represent n t r.lnsit ion or “’edge” from tne
relatively f Irtt Devi 1s Garden Plateau to the low lands below. The
minor route rta 1ignment shei,m t’vould !Ie 1p to ~vni i thes,+ s?nv:: ive
areas. This minor real i3nmenc :rorrld:

=1 Rcmo!:e :h: Prajccc from st)meof thu \.ictv sl:cti nf tne$e
sllhcanyons. The ‘: i-ual aspects c1 these :;fihcanyons. I fuel.
!tere nc c prcper I:/ :iudressed by AsFen as only :enera 1 maps ..rere
np!]artc: 1:~ used. to determine the visual rnt ing. .41s0. Viewer
numl]ers :Vere a major cnuse I or n Ic\ver rat trig. The visua 1
.j I ~ai f icznc= n! zhe$: sul]c:ic.”ens IS re.ml Ind is understood
~,,ld ,,l~pr:c:.l: e,: 1),: ~jl~. [;. s. :O1.:S[ s.ervl~.~. 3LII. the CI t Izens

u;d gsv: rnmenc ~~f \!\:dcc ( otintr. These suucanyqns arc a \’:SUai
.\sse: due u> tiheir .:losc pro:: iuit:: co Al:uras and p>cen: all
:. ~r i nc~=.tsc,d v i exe r nude r5. The o i nor nort t:sard c. i grus:n c
IYI che ProMsed Pn>ject .lCOVC :h.e xes w rn subcanycn ! :0.x
can:~cn 1 IS evidence cf BE1 vi suit! concerns regard i ag this

- .-..—
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,1P2,1. >ier:’:t P’tci: ic s .I::empc ! .it 3tJ1’s rtLl\les: I ta .I~J13:II
the h(ts c:ur.cn. however. is fenbl= .In<t Aspen d!~ 1i t cle cc
miclga:~, :he r~ut itlg. 01. this .\res. ,\spen recognized t n=
severe visusl impacts 01 this nreo by suggesting the
aitigati.~tt Or Iotver pole structure hei?hts. but the mare
appropriate mitigatiotf. would be simply to avoid fhis area as ‘
much 0$ po<sible.

,,

Reduce the WI ldl i [e impncts in this .Iren. By avoiding the .‘. .-
Canyons aod I Ips of the rims there t.vtruld probnbly be Ies$ ;
impncts on:

.4. deer - which 1Ike’ to bed {io\vn under the rims

- This is a heavily used deer !vintering nres.
which means i t 1s not only ip~rtant t6 the
deer. but also associated predators ancl
scavengers. The mejor i t y of lo\\,er Dnggert Cnn,
is o\vded by Kraue I [ 49u acres ) .?n~ has not been
grnzed( for the last several yenrs ) and !vI 11 rior
be grazed, ~ncler tpe Wid~nce of S?verdt ,, ~
wi Idl i fe biologists ! codtact Dove ;~ohnsnn. 1
U6EWS. Modoc Nat ionnl :1’ildl ife Retuze 1. che ‘

Ftil EIWS, Novwber 1995
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in t ha view sheds (~t t l~e .In!)\te ment :cced qubcsnyons nnd
‘ surrounding nrezs.

#2 .1Reduce bird cn 1.1Is i:>ns : h.1c :nny t>:tiJv lC :1igl:: ime”,-,r .Jur .ng

I
incl Imnte weather. . .

,, ,
I am highly opposed to permnnon t tlccesq }reads ns proposed nenr /!n31 e
Point 3. This is a road less and re ,~tlve !y road less area. I t is an

barea of .significnn~ deer nnd anleld e habttat. [t is also in. or
17;, near, a visunl retention nrea of thb CSFS,, .. Deve ~opmeflt of a permanent’

;,,,. . access r~ad such as this Fould compound the visunl itipacts and this
i,. ‘ CUMU~Qt\ve effect ‘Wns NOT &QRESSED IN T~ OEIR. :J permanorlc road, as ‘ .

,, nrowosed, may severe IY Iml>act the (vi ldl ifs LS tnis scns I t ive .~rs.~ !ts “’
.’

“’ ~ul}i ic access \vould be cp~ned UF to sn ar:a LI1OC is now v>ndl~ss.
Access. such .is this ccu Id inipj~cr rapt or n.~b:: I t as ;IveI ! ,Is deer ,]wll

; 8nte Iopa habitat. This is an .are~ of not itie ~~u!at ions qna ‘of ,.’
: pr~~t iqp, untouched qut,ute, ~a~~~gi o~,p~oc~pg ~{>c~s, $~c. :lt th~ “ ,~,.;,

. pnt~nnpe of”’ thpse rends. ~o~l~ not ‘al !kv ‘rite Ftie probleq as t due ;n ., ;
!’the topography of the are?: thls ~lay eas Iy be driven qround bY, iour . ;,,

\qheel drives. ATV’s or u!otorcycles. Efforts to’ obsfruct the pntrance
of these roads IIIUY accua 11y coolpoqncl the impacts, I bbi ieve. that due
to the kensitive nature of this area. al 1 roads and trni is should be
completely rehnbili;aled.

Please cons ider t ho al>o\re ment iolled 1111t :gnc icn. I t is I.>gicn !.
timely, nnd :fould reduce the overal I impncts of :he Project.
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PART G. COMMENTS

5/1 5/9s

Julie Ilalligan / Peter Humm
c/o Aspen Envi rorrment al Group
30423 Canwood St., Suite 218
Agoura Iiills, CA 91301

RE: Alturas Intertie
CPUC #93-11-ols
BM! #CACA-31406

Dear Julie / Peter,

‘rho Pcrcgrino Falcon habijat of Dnsgort canyon was not addressed in
the DEIR. As Daggert Canyon represents suitable habitat for the
Peregrine Falcon, and I have seen Peresrine Falcons in the northern
subcanyons of Daggert Canyon and even re 1ayed one such siting to you,
I do not understand why this potential IY significant impact is being
ignored,

Thomus F. Kraue 1
1203 ‘rhomnson Ln.
Atturas, CA 96101

104:.?9

i
I

s/21/95

Julie Hal lignn/Peter Ilumm
c/o Aspen Environmental Oroup
30423 Canwood St., Suite 218
Moura Hills, CA 91301

RD: Alturas Intertic
CPUC #93- I 1-018
ftm #CACA-31406

Dear Julie / Peter,

In tho DEIR, ncres of compensat ion for the temporary loss of plnnt
communities and wildl ife habitat is calculated using the formula:
Ac = (Ai X Pi X Y)/Tc
Ac = acres of compsnsat ion
Ai = acres of impact
Pi = period of impact
Y ❑ hnbitat yield
Tc = period of compensation

For this project, 50 years Is used as the Tc, bat 15 ycnrs is used as
the Pi. As in most arens of this I)rojectt due to tho high, drY,
frasi le environment, it cnnnot be suarnnteed thnt impacted arens wi 11
be completely restored. If complete restoration were possible In 15
yenrs, your formuln would mnke sense as Ac woutd compensate for 10SS
of habitat due to the Ing time unti 1 complete restorat ion were

complete. In ul I l)robabi I Ity, however, impacted areas wi 1 t never be
completely reslored to their pre-impscted levels. You are implying
thnt over a period of 1S ycnrs, the overal I nvernge habitat that would
be intact would be 70%, and at the end of 15 years the disturbed nren
would be back to it’s original state, In these dry nreas of the Mdoc
Plateau, where the Project is proposed, this is highly unl ikety. It
cnn be nrgued, therefore, thnt Pi should more closely equal Tc. Pi
may even exceed 50 years. Ac woutd, therefore, be in error.

A compensation rntio (Cr) of .9 is used only in a few, specified tyms
of habitat and isnorcs the cumulative impncts of a now fragmented
habitat snd, therefore, does not sst isfactori ty compensate.

Please review your calculations, this time taking into considernt ion
the dry, rocky fragi Ie envi ronmcnt that the Mt}doc Plateau consists of.

Thomas F. Kreuei
1203 Thomsson Ln.
Alturas, CA 96101

04?.!0
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5/30/95

Julie Ral 1igan / Peter Ilumm
CPUC / Bm
c/o Aspen Environment n I OrOUP

30423CanweodSt., Suite218
AgoUrnRills,CA 9130t

lW: Alturas Intcrtie
CPUC # 93-11-018
8M # CACA-31406

Ocar Ju1 ic / Peter,

On page C, S-3 of the DEIR it state that the Wcatcrn Regional Corridor
study of 1992 designated tho general Proposed Project al ignmcnt as a
future utll Ity corridor.

This is wrong, Sierra Pacific’s propcscd route was not Indicated as a
proposed corridor. According to the Western Regional Corridor Study
there is no existing corridor, pro~sed corridor, agency dcsignatad
corridor or any othar corridor prasent or proWscd tt]at avcn comes
close to Sierra Paci f ic’s proposed route through L@doc County.

Ptcasc review tllc Wcstarn Regional Corridor Study Maps (Northern
Ca 1i fornia) and correct your error. Please Cal 1 special attention to
this error as the implication that existing corridors arc being used
is a critical mistake.

This Propcscd Project should not bc constructed. Part of the reason
why, Is becausa this fragi Ic Woc region has not been studied in
terms of crcnting a new uti Iity corridor. Future projects, even
though not current ly planned, wil 1 impact this area in a detrimental
way .

Thomas F. Krauc I
1203 Thomason Ln.
Atturas, CA 96101

fial EIWS, November 1995
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s/30/95

Julie IIalligan / Patcr Ilumm
c/o Aspen Environmental Oroup
30423 Canwood St,, Suite 218
Agoura Rills, CA 91301

M: Alturas Intertie
CPUC #93-1 1-018
UM UCACA-31406

Dear Julie / Peter,

There is no in rtcpth study of the
the DEIR even though 1 asked this
process.

source of powar for this Project
to bc done during the scoping

in

The rcccnt salmon rccovcry plan in regards to the Columbjn River and
it’s tributorios was briefly mentioned, but was not nddrcsscd. Not
only would this plnn possibly rcducc the probability of continued low
cost power from tho DPA (one of Sierra Pncific’s primary objectives),
but it could rcducc the amount of power avai Iablc during Spring and
Summer (when Sierra Pacific expects power to bc available). The
raccnt lY proposed snlmon rccovcry plan would impact avai lablc wwcr bY
mondnt ing that water bc spil Icd over the dam during the Spring and
Summer months, rather then run the water through ttlc power gencrat ing
turbines, as SO - 90% of the smelt arc ki 1lcd by the turbines. The
effect of this Plnn was not explored in depth in the OEIR.

The wooden POIC structures of the 230KV BPA 1inc that Sierra Pacific
propcscs to tap in to were not cvnluatcd in terms of rol iabi I ity and
duration of 1i fc. These structures are already over tcn years old,
and rwry future upgrades duc to Slcrra Pacificts usc of this I inc would
constitute a cumulative impact. The EA for the construction of tho
DPA Iino did not bear itself out as true, as this size Iinc was not
needed tllon, is not nccdcd now, {wwt cannot bu projcctcd to be nccdett.
tlence, upgrades of ltlis ftPA Iinc would not be nearly as extensive If
Sierra Pacific were not intcrtied.

The reduct ion of the capacity of the ffPA I inc was not evaluated In tha
OEIR. Sierru Pacific’s use of this Iinc woutd decrease the capacity
of the DPA Ilno. Enctoscd ie n copY of n Iettcr from the DPA which
describes how much the capacity would bc reduced and in what way. The
OEIR does not rccognizc or study how this reduced capacity would
impact Modoc County. Even though the ful t capacity, in my opinion,
WI 11 never bo needed, the reported reduction in capacity stloutd bc

1047.!7
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studied in terms of possible cumulative impacts related to future need
of hlodoc County and the surround. Studies such as this were not
provided in the DEIR.

The phese shifter at the prowsed Dordertown substation wi 11 be the
largest that Sierra Pacific hes, and the largest on the west Coast.
My? Is the smaller, 230KV wooden pole structure that is already over
ten years old .tha appropriate source for the future of this phase
shifter? The DEIR total IY fai Is to address lhcsc concerns. It fni Is
to recognizo these quest ions.

The DEIR is deficient in it’s evaluation of cumulative impacts nnd it
is dcficienl in it’s annlysis of the source.

Sincerely,

~Lfl J

Thomas F. Krauc 1
1203 Thomason Ln.
Alturas, CA 96101

6/1/95

Julie Hal 1igan / Peter Numm
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St., Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301
RD: Alturas Intert ie

CPUC #93-1 1-018
DUI #CACA 31406

......... . ..... . ., ...

Dear Ju1 ic / Peter;

Why does the DEIR assume that the Sumer Lekc - Val ICY Road
Alternative would have a substation at North Val Icy? This alternative
was proposed try N. O.P. E. nnd a substation was not designated. A
substation east of Spnrks would shorten the length of the Project and
avoid impactin8 heavi IY populated areas. Power could be distributed
via 120KV I inos to Carson City, Sparks and North Rcno/Tat]oe (via OS.
Tracy - Nortt\ Valley Altcrnativet.

On page C. 14-4, the DEIR states thal “caparable impacts would be
imposed” by this al tcrnat ivc route. How do You kno\v? Please
specifical IY stntc your sources and studies. The some pertains for
your commcnl on the some page: “The oltcrnatlve routes would nlso
present technological ond economic constraint s.” What constraints and
how severe? Again, please stnte your specific sources nnd studies.
The LADWP line was bui 1t in the 60’s and they seemed to oycrcomc thasc
constraints.

The DEIR cent Inuousty refers to a 2000 root 1ine separat ion bctwccn
projects. Where nre your studies? Arc you assuming that WSCC
rccommendat ions are correct? If there is no definite law or set
criteria, why does the DLM and CPUC make an assumption where there is
no fnct? Plenty of major I ines are not separated by 2000 feet. Where
is your evidence that this has been a problcm? Please site your
studies. If earthquakes arc n concern (page C. 14-6) t whY iS tllc
Proposed Project routed on top of the active Like ty Fnul t and why is
the Ni I i top Substat ion so near an active fau 1t ? Northwest Nevada haa
no significant active faults and yet you use this aa an example when
there is a greater probabl 1Ity that an earthquake wil 1 rtiarupt service
and create additional cost if the line is built on the proposed route.
Mat if the Bonnevil Ic Dam were destroyed? Doesn’t the same criteria
apply?

‘lhc N. G.P. E. allcrnativc, wc still feet, is {t very vinble wnd Iugical
alternative. We feel this alternative would have less overal 1 impacts
and the DEIR does not produce facts that state otherwise.

o4?.:1

Pd. BOX 321
Alturas, CA 96101
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Another concern of mine is that Mary Preston and Ginger Preston, who
are members of the Pit River Tribe, come to one of our meet irrgs
recent IY (Apri I 27, 1995) and were complete IY unaware of the Project.
To me, this casts some doubt on the efforts to contact Native
Americans. Obvious IY, these two members of the Pit River Tribe were
concerned enough to come to our meet irrg. The only reason they knew of
our meeting is becsuso one of our members hnd told thsm. UP to this
point, no onc nppnrent ly wss conccrncd enough to not j fy them the
Project was even being studied.

Sirrccrcly,

Thomus F. Kraue 1
1203 Thomason Ln.
Alturos, CA 96101

1

104f.?4
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5/30/95

Julie IIol Iignn / Peter Ilumm
c/o Aspen Envi ronmcnts 1 Group
30423 Canwoed St., Suite 21S
Agours Ni 11s, CA 91301

RC: Alturas Irrtcrtie
CPUC #93-t l-018
B[4! #CACA-31406

I)csr Julju / Potor,

The negat Ive visual impacts on our home were fai led to be addressed in
the DEIR. On psge C. S-29, tho DEIR states “Although the visus 1
sns Iyais does not address impscts to specl f ic residences, bnscrt on the
informut ion in Table C. 13-9, which provides a summary of the
significoncc of visunl impacts of the Proposed Project olong specific
angle Nint subsegments, the visurrl impacts of the transmission line
would be slgrrificsnt from those reaidonces locstcd ncsr Angle Points
E03, E04, K02, K03, L04 through L06, and RO1. Those rosidcncas are
located within the angle point subsegments that would have significant
visuat impacts, The visual impacts of the transmission I ine woutd
OISO bo significant from those residences listed in Tobic C. S-l. ..”

b!ysel f ond my fami IY orgue thot our rcs idcncc, Iocotcd in Daggcrt
Canyon, would be sovcrcly impacted by the presence of this Project.
Even though our residence is al lght ly moro thnn the 2000 foot distoncc
you consider to bc “significant”, all of our view windows ond ofir yord
arc al igncd toward the Proposed ProJect. Due to tho low vegctntion,
skyl ining of ridges and structure ploccmorrt on n prcdominont
geological feature (point extending over the lower vnl Icy), our view
of the Warner hlountains owd our view in generol wi 11 be severely
degrudcd. Due 10 lhe Projact dropping off of the ridge in front of
our home, we wil 1 be affected not only in one plane, but in several.
Our view wi 11 be rteBroded from every window in our house ond from
every point in our yord ond driveway. The ProJcct wi 1I not be hidden
from us in any form.

Plenso oddress this in your EIR.

Thomas F. Kraue]
1203 Thomason Ln.
Aituras, CA 96101

04:.;5
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5/18/95

Julie Ilrrlligan / Peter liumm
c/o Aspen Environmental t3roup
30423 Canwood St., Suite 218
Agoura Ilills, CA 91301

m: Alturas Intcrtic
CPUC #93-1 1-018
DLM #CACA-3 1406

Oear Jrrl ic/Pctor,

[n it’s discussion of Mntano Meadow Wetlands, the DEIR states that
there would be no permanent loss of this plant community. It states
that most of the temporary loss (.8 acre) would result from impacts to
the mentane meadow habitats immediately north of the Pit River on
Segment A. As with so many areas in this DEIR, the cumulative effect
of the mitigation it is suggesting is not taken into consideration.
For this area, lower pole height is recommenrfcd as mitigation for the
sandhi t 1 crane. This means more structures and more clearings and
traffic associated with the structures.

Also, rows of trees aro suggested as ml t igat ion due to the severe
impacts the I lne would have on bird pepulat Ions in this sensit Ive
area. Does i t not stand to reason that rows of trees would
permanentlY impact additional meadow? Please address this, and all
tho other areas of the DEIR whare the cumutat ive effects of proposed
mitigation were not taken into considcrrrtion (there are many).

Thomns F. Kraue 1
1203 Thomason Ln.
Alturas, CA 96101

FimrlEWS, November 1995
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Julie Nal Iignn / Potcr liumm
c/o Aspen Env i ronmenta I Oroup
30423 Canwood St., Suite 218
Agoura Iiills, CA 91301

M: Alturns tntertie
CPUC #93-11-018
n~t #cAcA-31406

Dear Jul ic / Peter,

The “mit igat ion” in regards to the Infernal Caverns, as discussed in
the DEIR, is not appropriate and is not in the best interest of the
resource.

Tha deve Iopment of an “interpretive t rni l” would NOT reduce the impact
to the Infernal Caverns, It actual Iy would cuuac u cumulative impact
to the area, by:

the dcvclopmcnt of trui ts
tho devctopment of n trai Ihcad
increased accaaa to the area
increased chance of vandalism
etc.

There was no other significant mitigation proposed. Avoidance of
of the area was only casualty mentioned in terms of “plrrcing
faci I i t ies and access roads as far away as possible”.

~rther, the property owners have not even been format ty approached in
regards to this “mit igat ion”. Roy Ferry (ono of the property owners)
stated, in a recent conversation with me, that he wae only briefly and
very casual lY approached in regnrds to this issue over one year ago.
No one has tatked to him since, lie’s not even suro he would SC11 the
property, and no price was ever discussed. This is not mitigation.
This is nothing more than spcculntion.

‘rhc Infernnt Caverns is a raro rcsourcc. 11 is a signi ficnnt Ind Ian
bat t tcground that has been relat lvely non-impacted ( 1ike so many areas
in Modoc County that wi 11 be impacted by this Project). The fact that
the Proposed Project WI 11 even be in the area of the tnfernat Caverns
and visible (even if in the bnckgrourwt), represents a significant
impact to this resource. MPA suggests that mitigation is an effort
to reduce impacts to a resource, not increase impacts to a resource.
Compensat ion or trades rrre indicated only when reduction or impacts to
the resource is not possibte and this certainly does not pertain to
the Infernal Caverns as further avoidance is possible.

o4:.?3 “
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NancyKrauel
1203Thomason Lone
Alturos.CA 96101

Mn.v21, 1995

JuIieIlol1ignn/Peter Rumm
cPuc/DLw
c/o Aspen Environmental Oroup
30423 ConwoodSt.,Suitc 218
A80uraRills,CA. 91301

I/K: Alturos Intertie
CPUC#93-11-018
BLM#CACA31406

l)cnrf4s.I!nl Iignnondh!r.thtmm,

The DEIR states thot “An Intensive CUI tural resources survey was

conductor on Ionds encompassed within the otudy nren, A C1OSS 3
CUIturalresourcessurvey is n wolking survey with crew members spnced
no more then thirty meters opart, ”

According to my records ond Sierra Pacific’scommunicotionsto me,
these cultural studies were not done on my property (of which Segment
A crosses), My property involves on areo northof }W 299ond
includes o Inrgc omunt of Dnggert Cnnyon, This is nn oren rictl in
CUI turnl resources ns i t is near the area where the DeviJ‘sOorden
brenksoff into the riporion PitRiverores. My impncted property is

a road less oren of 1itt!eor no previous impnct.

Pteosc review the enclosed documentnt ion. Either the culturol studies
were not done (ns stated they were) or the court order I1OS been
defied.

plcnsc respond to me directly and in n timely fnshion on this mottcr.

KATNLEEN M. DRAKULICW (Bor No. 127,655)

I

II II1
.j (:.lf’.:ll. I ‘

p

.(i,w sIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

!,:+2 p.oo Dox 10100 ~i’~{14 Y43j ~,
RENO,NEVADA 89520 I ..1

~)

., ., . 3
(702) 689-4228 ;..<,,,,zf~tl)j;:j~l. ! .V,l!l , f i ! ..

,. I. I..-. ..__ ... . .. . . ... . . . . .. .
~i,. . Atkornev for Plaintiff
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SUPERIOR COURT OF TffESTATE OF CALIFORNIA

FOR TffE COUNTY OF MODOC

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY, CASE No. 13,20g
a Nevada Corporation, !

Plaintiff, !
OPPOSITION TO

v, ! APPLICATION FOR
COMPENSATION

DR. TflOMASF, and NANCY E. !
KRAUEL, et. al., ) flEARINGDATE: 4/21195

NEARINGTIME: 10$00 A.M
Defendarrta. ) Department: Law& Motfo

1,

Procedural/Factual Background

On April 8, 1994 Sierra Pacific Power Company (“Sierra”

filed a Petition for an Order Permitting Entry on Property witl

the accompanying Points and Authorltles. On April 21, 1991

Defendant Thomas F. and Nancy E. Krauel filed an opposition tl

the Petition and their Declaration. The Declaration eet fort]

the llmitatione that the Krauels were eeeking on the Right of

Paragraph 6(f) provided:Entry. .
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with his secretary. She said she would be sure

‘~ndgive the package to him.

on April.18, 1994, at 11 a,m., I hand delivered to Dr. Krauele

at his office on Thomaaon Lane, a letter of intent to gurvey from

SPPCO. Dr. Krauel was busy with a patient, so I left the letter

and a sketch of the new proposed route acrosg hig property with hig

9ecretary.

8. on Friday, May 6, 1994, at 3 p.m., I called the Krauel

residence and spoke with Mrs. Krauel. Dr. Krauel was not in his

office. I advised her that Paul Pace, a surveYor for SppCO. WOuld

be on their property on Sunday afkernoon and pogsibly Honday

morning to identify section cornere and that an SEA survey crew

would be on their property to eurvey the centerline and identify

the 66o’ corridor on Tuesday.

9. on May 27, 1994, at 11:34 a.m., I called Dr. Krauel at ‘is

oEfice. }{ewas busy with a patient, so I left a me$sage with

Linda, his receptionist, that the wildlife biologigtg working on

the project would be on his property the followingweekend and that

the crew chief’s name was Patricia Mogley. I also left my phone

number if there were any questions. I then called the Krauel

residence in case Mr9. Krauel wag at home. I got no answer.

10. on August 26, 1994, at 10 a.m., I called Dr. Krauel at hig

office and advised him that Dr. Denny Constantine would be

PARTG. COMMEWS

~~cting him about doing bat studies in the Rock Creek and

vaggett CanYon areas over the next week. Dr. Krauel said it wag

alright with him that Dr. Constantine did his gtudieg outside of
~.

the 66o’ corridor, as well ag ineide the corridor.

11. On September 14, 1994, at 4:30 p.m., I called Dr. Krauel at

hig office and left a mesgage for him that I was inquiring as to

the statug of possible hunting leases on hig property fox the

,
approaching hunting geaeon.

12. On September 15, 1994, at 8:05 a.m., Dr. Krauel left a voice

mail message advising me that in July he had advised Kathleen

Drakulich of SPPCO. Legal Dept. that he did not hsve current leases

for the hunting season. He algo said he would again contact MS.

Drakulich regarding the current hunting lease gtatug,

13. On October 1, 1994, at 9 a.m., 1 called the Krauels at their

home in Altura9, aa it was a Saturday, and talked with Mrs. Urauel,

I told her about the surveying activities that would occur on

October 3, 1994, in their area. I then told her that SPPCO. wanted

to obtain their congent to extend the right-of-entry granted by the

court. Mrs. Krauel suggegted I leave the forms with her husband at

hig office and they would consider the request.

14. On October 3, 1994, at 12:05 p.m., I met with Dr. Krauel at

his office in Alturas and explained our request for the Krauels to

voluntarily extend the right-of-entry order granted by the court.

Ftil EIWS, November 1995 #
.G-131
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v

~rauel two copies of ctleROE form. Dr. Krauel said tle~. ““

F

,“-~cuss it with his wife that evening.

-- n~bnher 4. lgg4. at 7:55 a.m., I met with Dr. Krauel at ‘is

NUrlCES TO WTEI{ TIIROWII I/1 9/9s

5/6/94 Orantcallednnd left message with Nnncy at home, Pout
Pace,SP surveyor nnd Ilarry Ericksqn, an cnvironmcntat flagger will bc
on our property through 5/10/94

changeg he wanted to

continue studies and

proce99.

would not sign the form. He said he had

make. I told him that it was neceggary to

that we wanted to avoid any further legal

, at 1:50 p.m., I called the Krauel residence16. On April 3, 1995,

and got their answering machine. I advised them that surveyors

would be in the area that week finding section and propertY

corner9. I told them that I did not believe the surveyorswould be

on their proPertY. I then left my phone number for them to call if

there were any quegtiong or concerng.

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State

of California that the foregoing is true and correct.
Dated this

Ilth day Of April, 1995, at Susanville, California.

M
,/ v.

Pankhurst

Subscribed and gworn to before me
this llth day of April, 1995.

,

1’

5/9/94 mcssoge from SP. The nbove wjll be on our property until
S/12/94 ns the crew is running behind,

5/21/94 ll:30am Grnnt called and left a mcssngc with my office
staff, Wildlife people from Aspen Envirn, Or. will be on our property
over the weekend 5/28/94 - S/30/94, The chief 1s Patricia hloslcy,

6/6/94 Orantcalled nnd leftmessagewithmy off~cestaff. The
following will bc on our property up to 6/13/94 - Patricia hloslcy,
wild life biologist and Steve Leach, botanist.

8/26/94 Ocnny Constantine \vill spend tonight looking at the
property to study bat hnbitat. I talked first to Orant and then
Denny. Denny snid he wou~d look nc4r the box canyon in areas w}tere
the w4ter was pooled, }Ic arrived, parking at the house 4t nround 2 pm
4nd left around 4 pm,

10/1/94 Gr4nt called 4nd tnlked to N4ncy, ‘rhcre will be n
helicopter survey 10/3/94 and 10/4/94, Control points off pro[mscd
route for profllc purposes.

4/3/95 OrllntPichcrcstcnllcd Wilt bc helicopter surveying todny
looking for section corners

257-5023

4/28/95 0r4nt Panchorst called nt 12:50pm and Icft nmssnge on
4nswering machine. Will st4rt Mon. (5/1) doing more survey work rwrd
biologists doing environmental certification, \!ill prob4bly bc
looking at access roads also. \Vill be Dave Stick or Paul Pace and
Pntricin ltoalcy. Grants number is 2S7-5033

-.. ...
~’ “’/ ,.

Notary public

G- 132
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.’ Additionti swcys for greater sandhiti cranes, roplors,andwaterfowlwereconduc!sd~hrough
... - the fdl and winter of 1994, and the spting of 1995, These surveys arc dcsdbcd briefly

below.
SWcys for grcalcr ssndhill cranes wwc conducted from approximately October 3 through
@tohcr 16th 1994, March 7th through I Ith 1995, and tic fist wwk in April 1995 in the
Alturns asca,

Surveys for Mrrtcr raptors were conducwd December 10tft through the 20th 1995, find Janunry

5th through [he 151995. Rottgh.lcggd hawks, bold eagles, ferruginotrs hawks, and rcd.tailed
hawks were most common in tic vicinity of the fiaucl property.

Waterfowl surveys were conducted during the waterfowl migration pcrfod using fixed wing
aircraft. A toml of glx flights occurred bctwccrr October 1994 and May 1995, FYlghrs
hrcludcd Ihc Pit River VaUcy, Ground,truthlngoccusscduponconclusionoftheflights.
ScvCTrdshorebudspcclcgwereobscrvd durhrg lhcsc ftighrs over !hc PI( rlvcr including great
~hrc heron, great egret, white.facd ibis, and SOlhssy sandpiper, Waterfowl obwrvd using

~cPirJlvcrV Ua cy hrcltrdcd Canada gsssc, msJlardg, pirrtils, chanomon tcef, American

i
oots, ‘rrg.billd ducks.

~csults of the additional biological strrvcys dcsctibd above will k delivered IO tfrc

Department of Fish and Oamc by the end of May 1995. These rcporcs will bc avaiksblc
through Bob WilKams, CDFG Region 1, Reddhrg CsNfomla. (916) 225.2365.

Culturnl Resource Surveys

! Cultural resources surveys chat overlap portions of the Kaucl propcrry were conducrsd on

7@/94. These Class ~ (intcnslvc) ctrl[ursf resource sm~cys were conducted to the same
standaras as dsosc csfnblishcd for rhc rest of MC projwL

According to Federd regulation and $uidancc rcgsrding cultural rcsourccs, the suwcy data
contained in the Class Iff cultural reso~cc report are considered corrfidcnrial information. It

/s within !hc purview of the BLM wHether they rclcasc this Informo[lon 10 members of the
public.

\
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PreparedDirectTestimorryof ThomasF. Krauel

Mcket 93-11-018

Q. 1
Please stntayour rrnmc rmd nddrcss.

A.1
My name is Thomas F. Kraue 1. hfy stddross
Ca 96101

is 1203 Thomason I,rr. , Al turas,

Q.2
Ooes exhibit TFK, “Quo] ificat ions of Witness, Thomas F. Krauel”,
accurately summarize your education mad bnck8round in relation to this
project ?

A.2 Yes

Q.3
Wlnt is the purpose of your testimony?

A.3
To represent the people of Ne isthbors Opposing Power Encroachment
(NOPE), their views, opinions, and concerns.

Q.4
~escr itre Nc Igldrors OpIXlslogPoWcr ~ncrOnctlMcnl INOPE) .

A.4
NOPE IS o group of Inrtivirhrn 1s in t40doc IInd Lnsscn count iCS ttlnt (to

not bel ievc thatthebcnef its of thisProjectoutwoighthedetriments.
The 8roupformedinFebrunryof 1994,aPProximntetYfiveweeksAfter
theA~nouncementof thisProjectto the peoplo of Mdoc County, NOPE
feelsthat the construct ion of A trrmsmission t ino or Uti 1ity corridor
at the proposed route would be a severe long term rtctrimcnt to the
peopleandcnvlronmentof.ModocandnorthernI.assenCountjes,

Q,5
will lhis Prrrjcct crualc a utility corridor?

A.5
Ycs .

The ~IoSSaryof theDEIR(Apparrdixpg A-13)defines “Uti litY corridor”
as “A stripof land, or an eaeement, on which uti I itY faci I i ties such
as powerl irtea and pipelines are constructed. ” ThisProwsedROute
obviously,then,fitsthisdefinition+

1047.!3
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On pngc 1, paragraph 1 of Appendix A of Sierra Pacific’sPm, Sierra
Pacificstates: “The Project wi 11 open a new transmission corridor. ”

According to Sicrru Pacific(exhibit“Sierraletter5/27/1994”,pg 3),
theWesternUt11ityGroup’sWesternRegional Corridor Study defines a
ut i Iity corridor as follows:

“A I inear strip of Iond without definite width, but limited by
technological, environmental and containing one or more utility,
communication, or trans~rtation fncility. A corridor is a Irwrd
use dcsignot ion, identified for the purpose of establishing PO] icY
direct ion as to the preferred location of compatible 1incar
foci Iitics ond compatible and conflicting land uses. It does not
imply ent it Iement of use. Appropriate env ironmenta I revie\v and
regu Iatory permit t Ing must precede occupancy on a project-
specific bnsis. ”

The Durcau of Land hfnna8ement (PB 3 and 4 ) cilaracterizes corridors as:
“a parcel of land, without fixed limits or boundorics, that Is
being used os the Iocot ion for onc or more tronsportat ion or
utility rights of woy. ”

The Forest Service (pg 4) refers to the definit ion of o corridor os o:
“1 ineor strip of land identified for the present or future

locat ion of transport~tion or utility rights of way within its
boundaries. ”

The foct thnt this Project wi 11 pruct icnl lY and lc~gicol lY crcntc n
ut i 1ity corridor olong with it’s future impocts ond cumulative effects
con also be borne out by the following:

#1

#2

#3

The Project WI 11 have o tendency to ottract other north / south
projects thot moy be planned in the future.
The tendency to ot tract future projects, thus cxponding the
purpose ond scope of the Proposed Project,isevidencedby
thecxponsionof fiboropticscapncitydescribedby Sierro
Pacific at the Apri t 14, t995 hfodoc County Plonning Commission
meet ing and the Apri I 17, 1995 ~bl iC llearinK ( in the Presence
of ALJ Mr. Richord Coreogo).
In the direct testimony of Duane L. Nelson, submitted hlarch 30,
199S, in relet ion to these heorings, poge 39 of “exhibit DLN-3°
third poragraph states: “Tom Parker,Siorro’sVicePresident
forResource Planning, onnlyzed the future extension of the
Al turos Project to the Coptain Jock sbustot ion in conjunction
with . . . . ‘upstream users, the Northwest, or the Southwest,
would want to be getting through us, ond would put the money
in to going the second phase of that, as wet t ns the work
that would go on SWIP.’ Dosed on these potential fulurc

expansions. htr. Parker concluded that Al turos 1s the. ... . ... . . . .
., .opcning of the log jom of transmission through the Great

Basin.’ “

!

!

I
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Q,6
What dots the construct ion of a ut i t ily corridor mcon?

A.6
I t means something di f fcrcnt then the construct ion of the Proposed
Projectotone, Itmeansthottherewillbe a greaterchonceof future
impactsandcumulativeeffectsthotwould be considered negative by
NOPE, myse 1f and the mojority of the people who were concerned ond
rcs~nsible enough to write tct tcrs dur Ing the scoping process: I t
meons thot the future for this oreo wilt probobly consist of future
industrial structures. This is a significant change, as most people
I ive and visit this ores (represented by NOPE) because the probobi 1itY
for cumulot ive industrial development was very low compared to other
areas in Cal i fornio. The construction of the Project represents an
industrial addition. The construct ion of a ut i t ity corridor
represents on industrial tong term trend.

Q.7
Is there a need fora utititycorridorwhere the Proposed Route
crosses h!odoc and northern Lassen Counties?

A.1
I don’ t know, os no format studies agreed upon by government ngcncies,
utilities ond interested parties hove been done - at teost to my
knowledge. The isototcd studies thot have been done, however,
indicate no need.

The Modoc Nllt ionu t Forest Land nnd Rcsourcc Mnnngcmcnt Plnn Fnci 1 i t ics
Mop (exhibit “Forest Service h!op”) indicotes no need. TtIe Western
Regt onal Corridor Study klap (exhibit “WCS hfop”) impl tes no need.
There are no studies that 1 am owore of that indicote o need for o
ut i Iity corridor otong the Proposed Route.

Q.8
I f this ProPoscd Project is regnrdcd os nccessarY, woutdll’ t this then
indicotc o need for a ut i 1ity corridor in this areo?

A.8
Not nccessari ly. It would onty simply indicotc o need for the
Project, The need for a ut i t lty corridor would st 11 t not be
determined. ~rther studies would be necessory.

1 don’ t disnl;rcc thnl ut i 1ity corrirturs cun bc impt icd in ccrluin
c i rcums tunccs. l~or instance, if you were to bui td a house a holf mile
from o relatively targe switching stotion in an oreo of potential
growth, common sense dictotes thol YOU moy ev~ntunl JY end UP ncnr n
future corridor - or i f you were on the edge, or near an urban or
suburban area, ond bui t t o house next to o 115KV tine leading into
this oreo, You would expect some ut i t i ty corridor addi t ion or chongc
to go along with the expected change in the environment you have
elected to t ive in. Thisimplicstion,however,simptYdoesnotaPPtY
toNodocCountyor other,primoriIy rurnl, nongrowth oreos.

o4?.?3
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Q.9
Withregordsto thepotentinl
Modoc County, have sufficient

need for a new utility corridor through
o] ternote routes been explored?

A.9
No.

First, it should be pointed out that early in the scoping process the
use of existing ut i 1i ty corridors was stressed and the seriousness of
crest ing a new corridor was emphasized by the residents of hlodoc
County. The obvious way to sotisfy Sierra Pacific’sobjectives
Iassuming nccdt without crcnt inrt the complicotionsof n new corridor
would bc to use an exist ing corridor. Fol towing the 1000N L.A. Power
and Light t ine through Nevnda (Summer Loke - Vnl Icy Rend At tcrnat ive)
would be logical rind, not only would it satisfy Sierrn Pncific’s
objectives, but would place the power closer to the areas of need.
(Gold mining in 1992 accounted for about 25% of Sierra Pacific’s snlcs
nn(t Is nnticipnted to be the fnstest growing sector of Sierra
Pncific’s customers. ) Routes such as this, that would mnxlmizc the
usc of existing uti 1ity corridors, wera not studtcd in depth nnd nre
plnyed down duo to congestion in the Sparks nrca (which cnn be nvoidcd
by brcnking the 1inc down outsido of Spnrks).

Sicrrn Pnci f ic’s ProposedRoutethrough hlottoc County makes no attempt
to mnxlrnize the usc of existing corridors (shorten the route outside
of corridors in Mortoc County). ‘rhe scoping process hos indicotcd this
to bc n mnjor nrcn of concern, and yet, unfortunately, the
“disintcrostcd third pnrty” nlso appears to be fnl 1ing to address this
concern In the DEIR, AI tcrnntas that woutd minimize the amount 0[ now
corridorwerequicklyond inapproprlntcly dismissed with no otudy
[USFS At tcrnatc is a good example). The Modoc County Ptnnning
Commissions Apri I 14th unnnimous vote to oppose the first segmunt of
the Proposed Project reinforces the fnct that insufficient
01 ternat j vcs hnve been anat izcd.

Qclo
Whnt are Sicrro Pacific’s three mnln object veo of this ProJect?

A.1O .
Incrensc Sierrn PacificImportCopncity.
lmprovoRc1inbi1ity toRcnu/ Lokc TalIoc Arcn (;uslomcrs.
ProvideAdrtitional Access to Pacific Northwest Power h!nrkct.

o4?.53

1047-!4.

Q.11
De these objectives relnte to the need for this Project nnd justify
the construction of this ProJcct?

A.11
NOPE’s concept of “need” is Webster’s definition - “lack of something
useful”, “Need”, therefore, is o relntive term nnd must be definedas
such. If thera wns a lack of power in Reno (people couldn’t turn
their lights on or stny warm in the winter bccnuse there simply wns 00
power), the people of Modoc County would certainty be more rcccpt ive
to this Projectandwouldbe more wil I ing to sacrifice their “needs”
(visual, biological, etc.). An antlcipntcd tack of power would
represent n less savere “noctt”, nnd mny just i fy the construct ion of
the npprovcd Pinion Pine Power Plnnt (and it’s contribut ion of 94}tW of
nddit ionnl power), the evcntunl construct ion of a large transmission
1inc and ~ssibly ovon the construct ion of a new tit i I i ty corridor - or
it mny simply net as a growth curb if recognized early ond mitigntcd,

Sierrn Pocific’s primary objectives, however, do not rclntc direct ty
to n “need” for power, but instend rclato to n “need” for rcl lnbi 1ity
and divers iflcntion, This “need” for relinbitity is largty justified
in terme of WSCCcriteria (page A-26 of DEIR), Tho Western Systems
Coordlnat ing Counci I (WSCC) is n voluntnry al 1iance of over 80
utilities nnd affiliates, I t is o peer group. Even though thcso
criterirt moy be significant with respect to Sierra Pncific’s stnndings
among it’s peers, nnd mny benefit the 80 pnrticipnting utilities
(thereby indirectly benefiting the public), there is no gunrnntcc that
these critcrln were designed for, or nre in the best Iljtcrcst of, the
public.

If the objective of Siurrn l~ucific in proposing tliis Prujcct is to
provide a retiablo, low cost nltcrnotlvc for power into their systcm,
it stnnds to reason that Sierra Pacificshouldthenstudytheaourcc.
SierraPacifichasmadeno attempttodo this, Tho abi1ltyof the
Bonneville PowerAdministration(EPA)to servens o reliable, low cost
source of power, is questionable, The Clinton adrninistrat ion recent ty
nPProved ttl~ Nat ionnl Marine Pishcries Scrvicc’s mnssivc blueprint for
saving salmon. Among other provisions, this plan gives satmon
priorily over power product ion. The Clinton ndministrnt ion hns
ptedsed to benr the butk of nn cst imated $160 ml 11 ion a yeor in ncw
costs for snving endongerd Snnke River satmon, but the plan would
st i] 1 cut $30 mi 11ion from the nnnuat budget of the BPA nnd devote
that to snlmon-recovery costs, In nddition, it would cut the rate nt
which the DPA puts cnsh in rcscrvcs. It should also be noted thnt the
Con~cdern(cd ‘~r IIICS of the [Imat i 1la Ind iIjII Ruscrvnt i~lo UIIVCi led n
rcstorallon POI icy thot includes n cnt 1 for the states to stop issuing
ne\v writer rights in the Cotumbia I]nsin unt i t satmon hnvc enough writer,
No nnc k[lnws how tong lIIC Fcdura I (;ovurnmcn[ wi 1t hc able 10 fund lIIC
bulk of these costs, and thcrcforc the ret lntri tity nnd cost
effcctivollcss or tills suurcc is in Ix>tentlul jcopnrdy,

o4?.i4

WI EIWS, November 1995
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MODOC NATUONAL FOREST
LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
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5/29/95

JulieNalIigan/ PctorNumm
c/oAspenEnvironmentaIGroup
30423CanwoodSt., Sui tc 21S
Agoura IIi]ls, CA 91301

IU:: Alturas [otertic
CPUC#93-11-ols
D1.hl#CACA-31406

Segment A crosses the Pit River at the worst Nssibie place. Not only
does it impact the maximum area of meadowland and rlporlan nrca, it
also crosses at an nrca that 1s prone to flooding. This stands to
renson, as i t crogsos within a short distance of and between
Ratt Iesnake Creek and Rock Creek. The DEIR impl ics that this area can
be spanned, even during a 100 year flood, and yet the runoff from this
year shows otherwise. Pleasenote the enctoscd photos, which
demonstrate the vastness of the area that wi 11 f Iood.

The Iinesmark the approx imnte route. AS YOU can sec, the route
posses over the widest area of flooding. This area iS much greater

than 1200 feet nnd was the widest area of flooding in tho entire
val Icy from Al turns to Canby. Note, also, that the foreground and
background arc much less flooded.

Plea9creaddressthisareaintheEIS.

Thomas F. Krauc 1
1203 Thornoson Ln.
Alturas, CA 9G10t

o4:.!5
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General Public
Comment Set 42

RECEIVED MAY 151995
Brandon Gentry
2S19 Kiowa
Reno, Nv. 89306

Julie Halligan/Peter Humm
CPUC/BLM, c/o fispen Environmental
30423 Canwood Bt.
Suite 216, Agoura Hills, Calif. 91301

Subject: CPUC #93-11-018 May 2, 1999
ELM #CRCG-31406

Good Day:

I recently attented a meeting for Horizon Hill re5idente
regarding the AlturasrProject. It created quite a convention ass
most meetings with the General Improvement District hardly shake
out 3 or 4 households to the meetings. This one was SRO. This is
a unique subdivirson ne5tled at the bottom of Peavine Mountain. Last
year I purchased a lot up at the top of the subdivision where the
road leads up to an old mining pond. I had to build a house because
it had to be made wheelchair accessible. TO keep.my housebound lady
happy I put in large picture windowsr where she can stretch on the
floor and still see the mountain. For six months I’ve enjoyed the
view but now I hear I may be looking at 16 5tory tall power line
towgrrs. The thought makes me downhearted. If you vi5it the area,
you will see that it is heavily used by the community for hiking,
biking, and yes, unfortunately partying by the younger folks. It
would really benefit the community to put it on the other side of
the hill. But that’5 ju5t the beginning of my narrative.

I work at a power plant nearby Fallen in Nevada. R geothermal
plant called Desert Peak. For ten years we’ve been producing clean
electricity for Nevada re5idents from the power of srteam from the
ground. We pay royalties to the ELM and SantaFe Railroad along with
county taxes. We all live locally, own our own homss and buy from
local merchants. SPPCO. ssays they will not renew our contract

pay~rsg 6.5 cents per KWH after the end of the year. They say they
will continue to buy it at their avoided cost. Around 2.4 centss per
KWH. Questions began to inundate to the surface of my mind. If they
can buy it for so little I wonder, why did they spend so much for
the gas/coal turbines of the Pinion Pine Project and why are they
eayirrg they will need to up our ratesa to pay for it? Why do they
charge me 0.4 cents at my hourse if there irs 5uch cheap power
available. Why do Californians pay so much if Alturas has such an
abundant supply? Do you actually plan to 5ell SPPCO. power for
under 3 cent5 per KWH? With a moderate understanding of the
maintenance that all equfpment must have to functfon without costly
breakdowns, how do you do it7 I“ve copied ssome information on
geothermal and its unknown benefitrs. Please give it a review. And
please reroute the power lirsesr away from my home.

ThankYrru for Your Time
64+;”

Mal EIWS, November 1995

I
I

i

I

I

:~G-EARTHWATCH—.
Utili@ praisedfor stepsto reduce

.,. -
~
■ SierraPacific’s PinonPineProject:
Opponentsworry about proposed power
line from Alturas to Reno.

ey DougMcMlllnn
GAZEnE.JOURNAL

\Vhilefe~- envhonmcntal~$ls
csstrsistcrpowcr pkstrtsand htgh.
volw~c powerIincsposi!ive
cmstrtbuti?nstothccnvlrmrmcnl,
SierraPqcIfrcPower.Co.hoswon
rccogmll,onror“envl~onmenml
Icudcrshlrs”rorplomtmg10build
jsm suchprojccls.

Two fcdcmlagcl)cicshave
ruccrt[lycommendedIIIe Rc!1o.
hmedsr!ilityfortakmgstcps-
\ crycxpcnstvca!cps— 1?rcducc
ltvocommonsurrrccsofatr
rrolluliotrc

The U.S. Environmcrtwl
Prolcc{ionAgcncyl!ascrcdilc~
!Ile l{~rrmbmcdulihty rpr~mlmg
llscmlsaionsorsulfu~dlo~adc,a
kcvcomponcnlOraCtdra!n.,

~hccompmry’s$225mdlmn
PmonPineProjccl.,?prop?scst
107.mcgawalladd!llontolls
Tracy PO\ccrSmliOn,17milcscasl
orRcrro,willcmplo anndvmsccd

JT
mclhodorcodt ss>ilculimllo
rcduccS02an o!hcroir

Vy:::;:n’s’’’’b’cles”’ic’ic

‘“AndtheU:S. Dcparrmcmor
Energyhasg)vcnlhcpowcr
cnm anvnrrti\vardforkrkingstcfo

fIiIol sclullllislollsofgrcclilloll~t
Mwc>,prinmrilycarbsmsfiuxidt.

Onclvay itplansloaccom Iish
r11101isbybuildingsS120ml Imn

\icrmPacifrc’sclectrical
>u!verline fromAllsrras,Calif.,lo

substaliononNorrhValley Road,
northor~cno.

vnslcrnSicmrm.nchcrstoRcl)o

;;::$:%%;%k:’;:;:?
park— arcah$adymobilizmg
a~msllhc roJccl.

iS3mlhe ncrgyDcpartnlcn[cit&
i! moneo~five,majorslcpsIhc
companyewkns610r~ducc

#rkSicmaPacifrctoNoP
ccnhosrscvscs.The mwrsicwill

sosrrc$so~hydr,alwlrtc ycr,
rcducmgltstclmnccmros$dfucls.

SierraPOcifico~cialsarcsure10
pla~lhatcnyironmcntalc?rd
dunnghcarm onlheprOJccl,

falthoughll!c cbalecmsldccrstcr
rnorconwhereIOPUIthclincand
its13@fwI towers,thanwhclhcrit
shouldbebull!.

Otherpro~nms[hcEncrsy
DcparrmcrOhsled!rrpraisin~the
Nevadautilityfor IIS
cnviromncntolcnlhdtwnmcm

Talcrra aclficsrscsmorc,~ol~emal
powcrthatrarsyoiheru[l Itym the
na[ion,ncco!dmg10Wal[cr,M.
Himins.chalmsanandrsrcederrlor

~

lhe~liliiy’s parenlcompany,Sicrm

I{umstoihc regol)ht)rdctllr~lwill
KIVClhculilil~ Imrrcuucc$i10
i,cswmCatrida”snatu~a!gJs
rcscrv~s— IhcS125mdl!on,projcct
alsowdlreducc~arbondmxlde
emissionsbyusingmoreclean.
burningnalumlgasinsteadofros$il

“rucls. .
SevenOrtllCcompony’snine

Opponcnwalongtheproposed
165.mdcr!ght.or.way— from

gcne~atinuniwcanbtrrnrta!urql
igas,mclu mgtwonewcombus!ton

G- 141

airpollution
trsrbinesiladded10t!)cTracyplanl
lastyearrOrS55tmlhon.

~ Encrmravinticuslsrmcls10
<wi-..
mslumlp

●Usll
flccl~

■l

~—-----.-”.”.
tn!chfromwrsod.bum”ingS!OVCS10

asslovcs.

Jfna’ura’gas’on’’’s’sVclncCs,
EncourasrirmIhcuscof

gcotll~trnalhia!lsrmps10
subs!)lu!cforpropaneornalyral
~sl):a[mgandsummcrcoolmg
npplmrrcs.

~ Pron!Olingenergy
cOnscmnllO!)—rorcxarr) Ic,

1“l{eno’sNat!onalAulonlo IIC
Mussrcmrmtnlly rcplaccd715
floodlampswilhcnc~y<tfrcicnl
Hologcnlamps.

NotonlydoSUCI!cmrvcrsimrs
dclaylheconstnrcllonofmoreRrcl.
bummggcnctators,lhcysave
custorncrs’mone.Thcmuscu~l

[willqvcqboul$ 0,000,ayearm

~~~~fl~~~~~~~~crcial

Pcoemnl.. ... ....
Scrra Pacifico~cialsreccmly

m:! willl.EnergySccrclnrytjmcl

0 bav’n’vas’’’nwJog~a~aClimawCh2!lcngc aralctpallon
Aword, Prcs!dfntChqton”s
program10gcImdustncst?rcducc
greenhousemscsvolsmlard\,.
“ Thciraci~min’’bonus
allowance’’$rcdltsfrpm!heEPA
haveopmcttcala phca!ton,tao.

JIhu’callhcbol! I}suhlorharrktd
h’IOO sclsulrurdloxldecllti$sions

fromfmtrrcpowerpr?jwls.aSicma
I’acificsvkesmansaid.

~~e Rcn@bascdglili[y has
r~tvcd 83Sacidra!n“’bonus
allowmrccs”,orcredlw,fromII!C
EPAror,avoidingS02.achcmlcal
ronnc~snburningfossilruels.

Oni oneothcrulili!y,Puget
JSOun Power& Lightof

Washington,rcccivedmotecrcdiw
IhanSierraPacific.To dale,only 15
uliliticsirslhecountryhavc
rcccivcdbonusrdhnvanccs.



.,.

PART G. COMMENTS

.. .

Sierra Pacific Power Colnpang
%u&r@j#P+

Jnnunry 9, 1995

Mr. “~hoInRs R. Mnson
Senior Vice-Prcsidcn[

Cnlifornin Energy Con)pnny, inc.

1083 I Old Mill Road

Onlolwr) NE 68154

I)car Mr. Mason:

RECEIVED

JAN 131995
Arls’d ..............

I would Iikc 10 Iokc Il)is oppor[utdty 10 introduce nlysclfnnd nrtvisc you that 1 will bc
wnrking with Krrrcn Foslcr on our gcolhcnnal conlracts. In lhc fnlnrc, YOUwill bc healing frorw
either Knrcn or nryscl f on issues Ihm need 10 bc ndrtrcsscd.

.rhc purpose of [his Icllcr is 10 ndvisc you Illill lhc prcscnl I)cscrl Pcnk Power Purchnse
Agreetncnl expires Jrsnunry 1, 1996. Pcr !hc provisions outlined in Scclioll 4,0- Tern]:

“This ngrccnlcnl ruld 011provisions hcrcofsh[dl bc cl~cclivc fronl Ihc cffcclivc rkrlc hereof

nnlil Ihc dulc Ihrd is Icn (10) ycnrs fronl Ihe dulc lhnl [nilinl Production connncnccs, and

shrill continnc lhcrcnficr nndcr (I1capplicnblc tcnns and provisions of this ngrccnlcnl,

rronl ycnr 10ycnr by nnllual wrillcn conscnl oflhc parlics, uIdcss n]wlunlly ngrccrt
olhcrwisc.”

.Sicrra hereby provides notice Ihnl \vc inlcnd to lcn)liniltc Ihc Agrccnw!lt for the Purchnsc
nnd Srrlc of Electricity fron] Dcscrl Pcnk cffcclivc Jnlwlnry 1. 199G. As you nrc it\val~, under

currcn( Inw and Connnissioll Order, Sicrrn will purchnsc nvnihrblc cnpncily nlld energy fionl

I)cscrl Peak nt our short !cnn avoided COSIrutc, Enclosed you will find n copy of our Schcdutc

No. CSIIP 1994 short tcrn~ i ilics for your rcfcrcncc.

11’you wish 10di$cuss olhur nkcnuwivcs or il’yull Itiwc uny tplcslions, plcnsc cull nw nl
(702) 689-4925.

Sinccrcly,

/
KoIldccn A. Rynn

SP~ff Antdysl
I>o\ver Conlracls

cc: Rrandy1lnrris

Karen Foster
Connie VJcstildt

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
6100 Neil Road, Reno, Nevada 17thRevised P.S.C.N.SheolNo. 2
Tafill No. Electric No. 2 Canceling 16th Revised P.S.C.N,SheelNo. 2

. . .

SCHEftULE NO. CSPP

SNORT-TEW RATES
COGENEVTION ANO SNALL POHERPRODUCTION

iPPIICABILIT Y

This schedule is applicable only to purchases from Qual ifYing Facil I ties as
~effned in Util ity’s Nevada Electric Tariff No. 1 Rule No. 15 under a Short-Term
?urchase Agreement with Utility and where no other schedules are specifically
applicable.

~ ....
Utility will pay the sum of the following rates for the energy and capacity

~rovided as determined by meter readings:

(1) ENERGYRATE

a. Time-differentiated:
1994

1st quarter 2nd quarter 3rd quarter 4;hoquartjr
01/01-03/31 o4/01-06/30 07/01-09/30 1 I 1-12/ 1

Hinter
Al 1 On-Peak kWh, per kWh $0.02455 $o. ot869 N/A $0.02445
Plus all Mid-Peak kWh, per kHh $0.02455 $0.01870 N/A $0.02437
Plus all Off-Peak kHh, per kWh S0.02168 S0.01662 N/A SO.02159

;ummer
All On-Peak kWh, Per kWh N/A SO.018G0 SO.02299 N/A

Plus al 1 Off-Peak, kWh, per k~h N/A S0.01696 $0.02049 tl/A

b. I{on-t{me differentiated: (See Special Condition 3)

Al 1 kWh, per kWh $0.02348 $0.01787 S0.02174 S0.02334

(Cent inued)

sued: 05/01/94 I I

IssuedSy
11..livo: 05/01/94 WilliamL Keepers

Ptes8Cenl

dvtceNo- 329-E

(H’

(1
(1’
(1 :

(1
(1

(1
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RESOURCES COUNCIL I

w’
\~/

BULLET~ 1
1994O~cem

President Thomas Flynn, Division of ErrtilI Sciences
Vice President Ted DeRocher, Caithness Corporation
Secretary~rensurer Lisa Comstock, SB Geo Inc.
Desktop Editor Pmd Brschmsarr, Divjsion of Eartlt Sciences

lVolume 8 No. 1 April, 19951

FRONT L~E -T. Flynn

The NevfldnGcothcrrnnlYearhsReview

In his Fcbrua~ 23,,1995 Ictlcr to
shareholders, SCEcorp Chatnrsan of the Board
and Ctdef and Executwo OMcer John E t3Wson
summed it up for all of us when hc wrote,

“SCEcorp had n difficult year in 1994.”

Welcome to the club, Mr. BVson.

In July, 1994, Ncvnrta quietly celebrated 10
years of geothermal elcclnc power production.
The “Gunion” (gnrlic & onion) geothermal
dehydration plant began operations in the San
Emldio dcscn. The gross installed electrical
capacity for Nevada’s 13 geothensrnl power
plants at 1I sites Iotnl about 210 MW in 1994
(Fiuurel ). Those may have been the hi~h rsoints-.
of fiIc giolhcrmal ycai.—.-.
● In ADril, The Nevada Public Service 1

Comrn]ss[on rejected a contract negotiated
between Sierra Pacific Power Company and
Yankee. Caithncss Joint Venture for the
purchase of 12.5 mcgawalts of geothermal
power.

~-In November, we IOSI two very good friends.
I

Pick Wtd~

Dick Whiting, Nevada Division of Minerals,
~1, Gas, and Geothermal field ins ector,

fpassed away on November 4 afler a engthy
dhrcss. Russell Fields, DOM’S administrator
Wrilcs,

“Dick had a rcat Iovc for his business of
tdrilling oil an geothermal wells and Nevada

was fortunate that kc decided to move from
Ihc private sector and into public service in
1987. Dick was viewed by most as afcV#;
and knowledgeable regulator.
personally done virtuail every job related to

/{drilling and kc knew I ]e right wa and tho
wrong way. Most of nll kc was de mitcly not
afraid 10 express Iris opinion. Dick Whilinp
will bc missed by cve~onc in Nevada’s od
and geothermal atchcs and especially by

/’!hosc who workc wiIh him.”

John Rim

John Bickcrstaffc, Manager of Engineering
for Oxbow Power Corporation passed awa

rat his home on November 20. John was we I
known 10 the geothermal community in
Nevada, the United States, and throughout
the world. His career spanned more than 20
years and several con!incnts. Johnservedin
variouscapacitieson gcolhcrrnalrejectsin

r,the Imperial Valley, California, ICCand, Dixie
Valley, and Hawaii. lie was probably the ;
least pretentious, least cynical, most honest, I
and open individual I have ever mcl. He was ,

Icasant, crsonable, and brilliant - wkich can
Ec a ratter disarming combination in the
gcothcrmai industry. Ilis decisions suppotied
Ihe business side of gco;hcrmal energy, but hc
also had a vision of cx andin the role of

[?solar energy throughout I e wor d.

COMPARATIVE ECONOMICS AND 131:NEUI’1’S
OF ELECTRICITY I>RODUCED

l~ROM GEOTIIERMAI-, RESOURCES

IN TFIE STATE OF NEVADA
lgg~.

sE~P
P rcpn red by:

“. Janinc l+abcrtc and ‘rhonlns Flynn

Division of EtirIll Scicnccs

!lor~ Reid Center for E(l\,il”otllllCll[ilt Slllcties

UNLV
University of INcvod:I Las \’c:iIs

Prcpa rod for:

‘1.IIc Gcolkcrnlnl EtIcrgy /\ssoci:ltioll,

in associis!ion \vith

“1.110A’CVil(l~ CCO(llCl”lllill (’ouncii

Jnnurrry, 1995

Ftil EMS, November 1995
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This report dclails ihc economic and cnviromncnlal advanlascs of clcclricity produced from
geothermal resources. 11expands and updates IIIC rcpors published by the Nevada Dcparrmem of

Minerals, “Economic Jrnpacts of the Nevada Geothcmal Jndustw - 198~ by Wendy Favingcr.
Additional information was supplied by the Center for EncrSy E~ciency and I~cncwablc
Technologies (CEERT), which provides Suidclines and rccommcndalions on environmental equity
bclwccn fossil-fuel and rcncwablc cncrsy sources and cosl-cffcclivc cncr~ conservation. The
environmerrlal benefits ofgcolhcrmal cner$y utilization, in particular, Ihc Public Scrvicc Commission

of Nevada General Order 65 and environmental externalities, will bc discussed in dclail. This rcpod
will bc supplcmcntcd by Ihc dcvelopmern of an cconomclric model tha[ will dcmoos[ratc and

quantify Ihc value of long term environmental benefits.

SUhlNIARY OF FINDINGS

.

.

●

✎

●

✎

✎

Nevada’s sisnitican( geothermal resources produce about 210 MWe, enough for more than
200,000 homes. Nevada’s tolal prodllction ranks number IWO in the country, and number orrc

011a per capila basis.

Geothermal advanlascs over fossil fuels include’

Compctilivcly pliccd.
Minimal or ocsli$iblc at!rsosphcric emission,
Smaller, economically stzcd plants closely match load Srowdl,
Geodlermal plants provide Ionglcrrn, Itish-capacity faclor opcmtion,
The c?l)ital,cos[.of seo[llcrmal facilities has dcclincd,
Fuel dlvcrsdicallon assures energy sypply,
Decreases U.S. dependence on forclsn od,
Future air u~lity Icgislalion could impacl fossil fuel costs,

1Geothcrma plants provides jobs and taxes for Nevada,
Reduce systcrn losses because oflocalion wilhin scrvicc area.

Public Scrvicc Commission of Nevada recognized economics, reliability, and environmental
advamages of gcolhcrrnal cnersy and implcmcnlcd General Order 6S WhiCII required

J4cvada’s Pubhc Utililics 10 imegrate bolh societal and cnviromnental costs in resource plarrs.

GO. 65 stipulates thal Nevada utililies musI Iakc into accoum Ihc environmental and societal
COSISof electric power production in their rcsourcc plans. Tllc Prcscnl Worth of Societal

COSIS(PWSC) is obtained by adding Ihc environmental COSISto the Present Worth of Future

Requiremcnl for Revenue (PWRR). The PWRR remains Ihc primav criterion for

determining Ihc Ieasl-cos[ oplion.

In IIIC fiIsI appliciidoll of G.0. 6S 10 a rcsnurcc plml (Ju[y, 1992), Sicrm l’xcific Power

Company used Public Semite Commission of Nevada default values and as well as their own

recommended externality values. Jn their final recommendation, the cx[ernaliiy and socielal
issues were nol IISCJ 10 delerminc the elcclric power rcsourcc oplion.

AS rccendy as Octobcr 8, 1993. die Public Scwicc Commission of Nevada rtidtirt)lcd d)cir

own rJcfaul[ vahscs and ordered DockcI No. 89-752 bc closed widl no revision ofthc table or
resulalions relarcd to environmental valualion.

Since ils-implementation in Janua~, 199J, nol a single power purchase conlracl has resulted
from the provisions orG.O. 65.

;,
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RECOhlMEN1)ATIONS
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.
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●

✎
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.

The Presem Worth of Societal Costs (P\VSC) musI replace Ihc Present \Vorah of Revenue

[{cquiremcms as lhc “primary” criterion in Ihe rcsourcc planning and case evaluation.

In order 10 be cffeclive, PWSC values ror rcsourcc op[ions musl bc compared on a Ilead.lo.

head basis, instead or combirrcd \\tidI odler generation options where Ihc value or (I1c

cxtcrnalilics is 10s1.

The flexibility a~orded utililies in using Illcir own cxtcrnalily vahrcs should bc abolished.

The Nevada State Legislature should design an energy policy with the major utilities to
cstabtish a long term plan IO incorporate more rcncwablc cncrsy resources into Ihcir prescrrt

energy mix. Orthc nearly 1,200 MWe [hal Sierra Pacific Power Company either Scncralcs or

purchases, about 120 h~Vc, or 10Y,, comes rrorn Scodlcrmal rcsourccs. Nevada Power
Company has no direct Transmission Iincs [o norrhcrn Ncvnda, where !hc gcothcrrnal
rcsourccs arc located

fJy d]c year 201 t, Sierra Pacific Power Company’s rcsourcc mix is projcctcd 10 to[al about

2,000 M\Vc An achievable and worrtnvhilc Seal for dlis utility is to incorporate more

renewable cncrsy into iis resource mix, A total or about 400 fvJWe, includins Scolhermat,

biomass, solar, and wind po\ver over d]c ncxl 1$ years would mean that 20% or Ihc resource

mix would be derived rrom rencwabtc energy “rhis rcporl has demonslra[cd that, althorrsh

Ihc addilion or rcnc\vablcs makes crrvironmunlnt and economic sense, Ihc utililics rcmi!in
tmconvinccd. That issue.may bc rcsolvcrt quickly \vhtl a LcSislativc mandate 10 incorporate
rcncwab[cs into the (Ilility energy mix These ideas shoutd bc more fidly addressed \vidlin Ihc

comext O( Iegista[ion currently bcirrg considered under Senate Concurrcn[ Rcsotution No. 35

(Senator Dins Ti[us, Chair), which dirccled the Lcgislalivc Commission to conduct an interim

study or Nevada’s currcru and tiilurc energy rrccds and to rormrdatc a policy rcgardins d)c

conservation and dcvelopmem orcncrgy resources in Ibis slate.

Since Ihc use or additional rcne!vabtc rcsourccs cnhanccs our national energy sccurhy,-.
reduces regional air pollution. and provides increased visibility in Nationat Parks, Ihese

aclions should bc encouraged on the rcdcral Icvcl \viIh a combination or lax credits and

financial inccn[ives

,\ Cl< NO\\/ LEDChl ENTS

The authors Sratclidly ackrro\vlcdge the suppon or Ihc Gcolt]crmat Energy Associfilion and
II)C Nevnda Gcodlermal Council, parricularty Thomas Quinn, Jim Gilbcn, and Dan Schochcl, Jim

Cald\vcll (rormcrly with CEERT, now wilh (he U.S. I)OE Ofticc or Poticy) providtd valuable data

and assistance. John Candclaria and ‘I”homas Henderson helped with Public Scmicc Commission of
Nevada issues Richard Hoops, BLhl, provided Ihc production data ror gcolhcrmal power plarrls.
Paut Uuchanan \vas instrumcmal in the graphics and layout or the rcporz. llarious cmployccs of

Sierra Pacific Po\ver Company and Nevada Po\vcr Company assisled dlc authors \vidl oblaining

copies orand imerprc[ing [he Imegra[cd Resource Ptans. Dermis ‘rrcxter and Mike Wrighl provided

critical revic\vs ofvarious drali copies ofthis rcporl
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IN.~RODUCrION

Nevada’s gcothcrmat power plants prcscrrdy Scncralc approximately 210 mcsawatts (MWC)

or clcclrici[v [@ross). cnou~h clcctricilv ror about 200.000 households. This places Nevada second “..- ..-
in Ihc U.S. ror ovcratl Scoihcrmal cnc~sy utilization and number onc on a pcr”capha basis. Modcm

dcvclopmcm bcsan durins the 1980s, but Scodlcrmal unitization can bc traced rrom prclrisloric

applications by indiscnous Nalivc Americans 10 modern USCS. In July, 1984, Ihc firsl clcclricity

Scncra[cd rrom a Nevada gcothcrnzal rcsourcc occurred at Wabuska, in Lyon Coumy. The binary
ctcc[ric power ptant yielded an output of600 kW, and [he electricity was purchased by Sierra Pacific
potvcr company (sppc), Today, Nevada’s Scolhcrmal rcsourccs SUppOfl twelve clcclfic Power

plants al tcn silts, reprcscrrlins a total investment of approxima!cly S450,000,000. Several largc-

scalc direct usc projccls Ilavc also provided significant economic and cnvironmcntat bcncfhs.

Conscwativc cslimalcs sugscsI that Ihc 210 M\Vc prcscrrtly produced in Nevada could easily bc
doubled, or Iriplcd, from identified, existing Scolhcrnlal rcsourccs ifsutficicnt markcl demand cxisls.

Geothermal rcsourcc dcvclopmcm in Nevada, nnd IhrmIshmrt Ihc \vorld, is accelerating for
several reasons; lhc frnitc.nalure and volatile costs of convcmional rossil fuels; economic and

inslitu!ional inccmivcx Ihc cnviromncntal impacts of combustion; and lcctmologicat advances within

Ihc Scothcrmal indus[ry. The key to sus[ained gcotllcrrnal dcvclopmcnt is 10 balance ton~lcrm

cncrsy demands and costs, with Ions term cnviromncmal and economic bcncths.

Gcodlcrrnal cncrsy is simply the hca[ gcncratcd from nalural proccsscs wilhin the Earrh.
\lolcanocs are [hc rnnst spectacular manifestation of dlis IICOI energy. but odlcr examples include

Scysers, hot springs, and gcodtcrrnal welts. Geothermal rcsourccs are \videsprcad Ihroushoul Ihc

\vcstern U S In Ncvarta, for exarnptc, more dlan 900 hot springs and welts have been identified,

more dlan any other stale (Treslcr CI al., 1983)

In theory, lherc arc rour kinds or Seolhermal rcsourccs Ihat arc sllilablc ror electric power

Scncration: hydrothermal; Scoprcssurcd: I1o[ dry rock; and magma Currcnlly, alt commercial

Seothcrmal electric po\vcr Scncration comes from t\vo Iypcs of hydrothermal resource, vapor

domina{cd (steam) and liquid dominated (hot waler) \~apor-dominaied hydrod]crmat resources

include The Geysers, in nordlcrn California, and Cove I:or[, in \vestcrn Utah. Atl olhcr Seolhcrmal
resources in Ihc U.S. arc liquid dornina[cd, \vhictl arc fiir more atrundam. Nevada’s geothcrmrd
energy is produced from \vclls drilled into and comldcted \vidtin a rcscmrsir that consisls of frncttlrcd

rock,

Po\vIt R (;~Nt;li,\r[ON ANI) l)lll~cr UTII.12t\.rtON

Nevada prcscmly produces approximately 210 M\Vc of electric power from Scodlcmzal
resources. II is second only to California in total clcclrical output, and firSI on a per.capila basis
(I:igurc I illl(t Table l).

Several technologies Ilavc been dcvclopcd to cxtrac[ heal c~cicmly from Iiquid.dominaled

rtsourccs, including sirrsle flash, dual flash and bina~cyclc syslerns (Table 2). The specific

technology ulilizcd at a site depends on Geothermal rcsourcc characteristics such as the fluid
tcmpcraturc, pressure, norz.condcnsible gas comcnt, and mineral contcm

I
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MPIRE, 5 MWe

DESERT P~K 10 MWC .
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Rgure 1. Location of Nevada’s geo~her.mal power plarr[s showing production in megawatts and
the name of the plant operator.

~

.~rsblc I Slalcs thol produce gcolhcrmal clcclricily.

Slalc Population Installed Gcolhcrrwnl WratltiPcrson

Ncvadn . 1,~oo,orJo 210 h4\ve 171

California 30,000,000 2.500 M\Vc 83

Nawaii I, 120,000 25 Llwlc ~~

Utah 1,710,000 11h4\Vc 5

- Population da[a from 1990 Ccasus. - Eleclric Power Dala (Noops, 1994)

According, 10 Rose McKinnc~James (1994), the Director or the Dcparsmcrrt or Business and

Industry for II)C S[atc or Nevada, Icn geothermal plants were ;J] operation in 1992, will] a total

installed capacity or 191,7 MWc, rcprcscrrling an illcrcasc or J I pcrccnl from the year bcrorc. The
Ihrcc ncw gcolhcrmal plants [hat began production in Ncvoda in 1992 hrrd rr IO(nl ra(cd capacily of
45. I Al\Vc. “I))c Ncvmla Ilurelu of Mines and Geology (NIIM(;, 1991) cstimfi!cs Ihat Ncvtda’s

cxis[irrg rcsourccs could produce at Icast 600 hlWc with prcscrrl technologies, \Vi[ll advanced

lcclusologics applied (o cxplorarion and prorhsclion Nevada IIOSIhc prrlcntia] 10 develop an additional

1,000 MWC ofgcothcrma] power over lhc next 20 years.

Onc of !hc mosI far-rcachirrg dcvclopmerns is the cmcrgc(lcc of * compc[itivc breed of
“independent power producers “ Tllcsc now competitors build power plan[s and SCIIclcc~ricily under
Ionytcrm wholesale agrccrncms 10 ilwcslor o\vncd and public utilily companies .~llis policy, which

rcprcscnts a sigrsificanl change in Ihc induslry, is !hc dirccl result erflhc implcmcnta(iorl of PUltPA -
Ihc Public Ulility Rcgula!ory Policies Aci of 1978. PUltl),A opcntd a t~carly umappcd scsmcru of

Ihc power market IO unregulated companies These companies arc Iargcly responsible for !he

conslnrc[ioa ofscncra[ing plants that rstitizc renewable energy sot]rccs 10 gc]jera~c electricity and co-

gcncra[ion facilities that supply clcclric power and heal ~or commercial and indttstrial applications.
PURPNS impact is cvidcm in California and Nevada, where thousands of h4Wc of rcriewablc-

energy.based and co.scllcraled projects have bctn installed and may continue 10 be the focus of

fillurc power generation

I;lcc[ric power generation and the preservation of Ihc cn~ircmmcm are or trcmcado(ls

ilt)pot~ilficc 10 N1~\,i]d~’sulilily imhlslry, Geolhcrmal power pltiaIs, Ior cxarwplc, hove incorporated

several award-winning tcchnolosics. The California Energy Co,, Orm~t EncrSy Systems, Inc.
(OESI), and Pacific Gas & Elccrric Co., have rcccivcd errvironmemal awards for !Ilcir role in
reducing Srccnhousc sascs and ozone dcplcling chemicals. The awards rccognizc Ihc rcduc[ion in
pollutants achieved by modifications to ihc power Scncration process. In full. scale opcra[iorr, all
non-condensable gases prcsem in Ihc Seo[hcrrnal flltid are iajcc!ed imo the reservoir, virlllally

climinalirrg alrnosphcric emissions

“Ilw Amcricmt Socicly ot hfccltairical Enginccls Icccmly rccogllitcd ollll:n’s dcvclopIIIcm of

Icchnology that economically generates electricity by usinQ hrwcr lcmperaturc hca[ sources. TIIC use

ofcloscd-loop binary systems produces no airborne emissions al all. I:ullhermorc. the dcvclopmcn[
or air-cooled condensers etiminatcs fhc conscrmplion of surKlcc or grotmd wmcr itt the coolins

process (EIA, 1991).

SPPC was recently recognized in the June, 1994 issue or Money hlasazine as an
enviromnenta[ Ieadcr among the top utiliiies from around Ihe counl~ who arc “’outstanding in

pollulion comrol, hazardous was!e reduction, and energy corsservatiorr: More recently, SPPC was

J
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.~ablc 2. Nevada’s geothermal power plains

Plain Name Year Installed Es!irnalcd Cost System

OvmcrlOpcrator County On.line ;;;;;Y OfcOrSSINCdOn Type

L_*_

\Vabuska Lyon 1984:87” I .2 Binary

Tats Cycle

Deserr Peak
California Energy

Bcowawc
Catifomia Energy/Oxbow

Steamboat
Far WCSI

Soda I.akc
OESI

Ernplrc
OESI
S!camboal
Cailhncss

Dixie Valley
Oxbow

Stillwatcr
OESI

Churchill

Lander

Washoc

Churchill

\vashoc

Washoc

Churchill

Churchill

Bradys Churchill
Bradv Power ParrncrslOxbow

1985

1985

1986;88;92

1987;91

19s1

1988

1988

1989

I 992

I 0.0

16.3

47,0

23.0

48

13.5

62.0

13,0

20.0

18,000

30,000

70,000

45,000

l~,ooo

30,000

140,000

37,000

65.000

Dust
Flash

Binary
Cycle

Binary
Cycle

t3inary
cycle

~i~~~

Dual
Flash

Binary
Cycle

;~~:~

.’!i’o!c, muhiplcy cars indicalcpowcr plant addil ions or modifications

one of six ulititics 10 rcccive acid rain bonus allowances from the U.S. Enviromncmal Protcclioll
Agct]cy forundenaking e(!crgy c~cic[lcy andrcncwablc cncrgylJ~casI]rcs, Someorlhisrc cogniliorl

can bc at[ribuled dircc[ly 10 SPPCS incorporation orgcothcrmat energy into its rcsourcc plan.

II has been projected that geothermal capacity rmd generation in the USA could realistically

irrcrcasc from 2,590 kl\Vc in 1990 to23,400~Je ill [hcycar 2030 (E!,A, 1991). These rorccasl
amounts wcrc based on cxpcctcd expansions rrom fichtsdcvclopcd in Cahrornia, Nevada, and Ulah,

as well as the development of new fields in Oregon, Flawaii, and New Mexico. Ilowcvcr, these

assessmcntsr cquiret hai rcncwablc cncrgicsrcceivca sllarcortllc po\vcrtnarkel along willlcxis[ins

electricity Scncration .rcchrrolosics.

Irs addition 10 electricity, Scolllcrlltalcllcrsyis prcscnlly used rordislrict, commercial, and

rcsidcnlial spacclicalills systcn)sin Elkoand Reno, forvcgctablc dctiydralion plal]lsol Brady’s Hot
SprinSs and Ihc San Emidio Desert, 10 enhance cyanide heap Icachins opuraliorls al Ihc Itound

hlountain Sold mirsc in Nyc County, and to raise catfish at [he Duckwa[er lfldian Resewation.

ItNKltGY POLICY

The efRcient use or enersy resources is a cri[ical mulli-facclcd nalional issue as ithsslra[ed by

the volatility of [he benchmark Wes[ Texas Intermediate crude oil prices for the last 25 years

(FiSurc 2). DwindtinS dolncstic proven resewes ofpclroleum resources andincreasiliS reliance on
foreisn sources complicate the silualion by dislonins the U.S. balance of trade with pe[rolcum

I

I
I

i
,

cxporlillscoumric$ .lllcproblcnI is fi]nlier colllpoundcd bya Sro\vil}g a\varcllcss all[lco]]ccrtl over
globtil air pollution Ikom fossil fuel combustion. “rhckcy to Ihc dcvclopmcm ora viahlc N~lional

Energy Policy is 10 properly balance cncrsy, crsvironmcrwal, and economic isstlcs

.~hrcc major faclors prcscmly shape \Vorld EncrSy Policy: pclrolcum. pollu(ion, aild poli[ics.
The availability of fossil fuels, parsicularty nalural Sas and pclrolcum, are economical and versatile,

bul in the ton~rurr may be problematic, “rhcconstraim is not slriclly Ihc natural abundance or
pc[rolcum. but the gcosraphical and polilicat Iimils of having nearly two thirds of Ihc worlrYs current

oilrcscmcs locatcd intllepofilically unstable Persian Gulfrcgion (Brilisl] Petroleum, 1990).

The second IimiIation is an environmental issue that taxes our cotlcclive capaci[y 10 cope with

the ovemvhclmirsg burden ofthc pothrtion produced by Ihc S20 triltion dotlar rossil-fict.based world
economy. Massive air pothrtion and acid prccipifafion probtcms in Ihc U. S., Mexico, Eastern
Europe, ond patls or Asia, aswctt ast}lctllrcat orslobal warming, dcin;tnd that striclcrlimilsbc
placed on rossil fuels combustion

.Ihc third conslraim addresses the po\vcrrul political. cconornic, and social rorccs 11101
slgllilicall!ly infl(lcncc \vorldct]crSy cl~oiccsand poticy. ‘~licl)oivcr gelleralion iltdusl~t]as bcsul}to

respond to tl]cscprcssurcs byre[lucing airpollution from cxislinS fossil-fuel plants, cnsinecrinsncw

coal-fired plants wilh emission.rcduc[ion cquiprnent, and intcsratins abundant and clean solar and

gcolhcrmal cncrsy rcsourccs imo their cncrsy mix, Whilcthcscc hangcsa rcct]allcnSing, Ihc MOSI
important challensc is political: socictics need 10 ovcrcomc narrow economic imcrcst mld revomp

cr]crgy policies in order 10 dcvc}op dcpcndablc, economic, and clc;trr energy sysIcms.

S1O~.-—.-- ..r— I———~ .7-.1—..,

n J

wSlu...,......................~~::;;:;.l,o;)----- ---
-,_:.,....

sok~l ~~ ‘:.:’:’:’: I
70 7) 73 13 74 1S 16 71 78 19 80 81 a? 03 84 as 86 al 88 89 90 71 92 93 94 95

Calendar Year
Fi@rc2. Volalilily intllcpricc ord~cbclJchnlark \Vcs\Tcxas llJtcmlcdiolc Crude Oil.
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l:x’rI.:llN,lL,l.I.IEs
[;xlernalilics arc defined as a bcnclil or cosl Ilml C1~illCSa change in Ihc economic welfare of

someone other than IIIC buyer orseller. For example, if i{ ulilily dots not pay 10 miligatc emissions

or particulatcs created by power gcncralion, they bccomc cxlcrnal. If the cosls 10 miligalc arc not

borne by I1)C ulilily or the u[ihty ralc payer, !hcy become societal COSISof production. These

cnvironmcrrlal cxlcrnalilics arc an “unpriced good” in Ihc market and Ihcrcforc considered a public

good. In order for a utility 10 be charged for emissions crealcd in energy generation, a value must bc

assessed and allachcd 10 (IIC good or service In the m~rkcl place, individuals cxcrcisi choice by

comparit]g Ihcir willingness to pay on Ihc basis of Ihc price o~Ihc product rclalive 10 anolhcr producl

ofgrcalcr or equal value. They purchase a good, in this case electrical power, when their willingness

to pay equals or cxcccds the price, and not oIIIcrwisc. The process of economic valuation involves

fimlin!; a mcrrsurc in circumstances where markcls Clil 10 absorb Ihc reid price, inctuding [Ilc

environmental cxtcrnalilics, and where Ihc markcl fails 10 rellccl lruc cosls of production

This rnarkcl failure concept is irnporranl fur Ihc allocation or rcsourccs whhin an economy

In the energy mzrkct, if the production of clcctricily involves using fossil fuels [hat erode our

>Ia:ldaId of living by Ihc emissions Ihcy produce, !htn the damtge done may nut bc rcllcctcd in IIIC
choice or Icchnology or electrical gcnermion rcsorsrccs used. Alarkcl failure occurs when COSISarc
borne by cnlilics other Ihan Ihc energy users ror Ihc cnvironnlcn[al damage to socicly as rr whole.
For e.!amplc, Ihc siltarion of rivc~s caused by slrip.mining and Ihc subscqucm damage 10 rcscmoir

slorage capacily is an cxlcrnalily .rhc destruction or Ihe salmon fishing industry on Ihc Columbia

Ilivcr, ~rhich resulted rrom the construction of dams used in the production of hydroelectric power,

is an cxtcrnalily ’ Failure 10 account ror Ihcsc cslcrnol costs givcj rise 10 a misallocation of resources

in IIJC ccoJIorr)y, in this case through the choices made i:l eleciricily generation mclhods Alilkillg

clloiccs Ihal avoid Ibis misallocation of rcsourccs involvcj understanding Ihc value 01’ Ihc cslcrrml

costs. i c IIIC societal damage COSIS.and Iilcn Iinding a mcchiimsm for imcgraling IIIOSCvalues inlo

the original decision to choose a Ieclmology, along \\,ilh a mechnnism 10 pay ror avoiding Ihcsc
socicla] damage cosls

In 19S9, Nevada began 10 address Ihc ijs(lc or placing a value on environmental cxtcrnalilies
~vlill Public Scwicc Commission General Order 65 G.O. 65, as ii is more commonly known, is IhC

product or cx[cnsive research, [imc, money, and numerous public hearings, with inpu!s from many

concerned parties, on tttc evaluation ofcnviromncnrat ex[ernali[ies (Dockel S9-7S2). A final Order

wns issued on Fcbruav 1, 1991, and G.0, 6S was to bc applied 10 resource plans filed by both SPPC

~ml Ncvadn Power, fhc Iwo Inrgc inveslor.owned clcclric ulili tics m hicvad?

Tile defaull values determined by [he Public Service Commission of Nevada (PSCN) plaec a

mcmeliry COSI on emissions and cslablish a sociclnl VSIUC 011 rcducliorrs in residual emissions

(Table 3) These cnsission values dircclly aNccl lhc Icasl.cos[ approach 10 resource planning and
choices mtdc in using rcsollrccs. Fuels Illat gcncratc emissions arc “penalized,” while rene~vables,

5uc11 its solar, wind ond gcolhcrmali arc nol Using such an apploach makes rcncwablc energy

rcsollrccs merrc conzpclitivc with fossil fuel rcsrrurccs

Testimonies by Dr. Roberr Weisenmiller and Elizabeth 1{.}’. Ketnzle (PSCN, 1994) (011

behalf of the Nevada Geothermal Council) agree Ihal all COSIS[hal can bc avoided by the presence of

lhc quali~ng facilities (QFs) on the cstihty’s syslem must be included in any Ion&term avoided cost

ra[es. Ir energy resources are correctly priced at full COSIS,including cnvironmerrlal and socielal

i

I
1

i

cosls, the rrliliiy and rmc payers arc Illcn able 10 bal:ince (IIC VZIUCIhcy derive from Ihc rcsourcc

againsl Ihc cost of Ihcsc rcsourccs. [ncorporaling Ihcsc cnvironmcmal cosls in Iong-lcrm avoided

cosl rmcs is consistent wilh Ihc adoplcd policies of Ihc Stole of N!cvada .rhis is rsceumplishcd by
c:llculating the Q~s cxpcetcd emissions ralcs rrnd IIIC v;duts SCI fnrth in (; O 65 Tlic sllbscqucn[

l(>lal price includes Ihc npproprialc cx!crmdi[y vnluc.

[[ was clearly slated during !hcsc hearings, Iha! while Ihc issues surrounding cxrcrnalitics arc
a[ Iirncs complex, ii is imporran[ 10 rely on the values SCI fonh in G.O. 6S. To dale no party has

prcscmcd valid and substantial argsrmcms for excluding environmental COSISfrom avoided COSIS. In

addition, there has never been su~cicnl justification for discrediting Ihc externality values adopted in

G.O. 65. Expcrr les[imony stated Ibis frrct in detail 10 Ihc PSCN. Any dcfcnsc for ignoring
ex[crnality COSISis based on inaccura[c cilalions from olhcr sources. An example is found in a study

by Ihc National Acid Prccipitrrtion Asscssmcnl Program (NAPAP), wltich was rnisqllolcd and llsed 10

disclcdi[ cxtcrn:dily Values “1’hcstudy CICitlIy slalcs

“hfany lakes in IIIC \Vcsr, especially in Ihe Sierra Nevada and Cascade Afoumnins, arc
cxlremcly sensitive IQ acidic deposition CKCCIS. These areas include some of fhc MOS! dilulc
and presumably rnosl acid.sensitive Iakcs found anfivhcrc in the world.” @APAP, 1990)

While Ihc above cilation from Ihc NAPAP sludy points 10 Ihc cxis[cncc of acid rain in our
area, this same s[udy was quo[cd by PSCN s[a~mcmbcr Dr William ~, Sranlcy in his Icstimony. Hc
sI;iIcd “[hai acid rain is much Icss or a problem [ban had originally been IhoughI” (Slanlcy, 1993),

“l”his sla{cmcn( wfis used to support SPPCS defense for usin!: values for sO~ and NOX 11101 wwc
suhslanrially Iowcr than Ihosc slalcd in G O 65

.rhc oplion iiluslmtcs Ihc ‘.llcsibilily” ul. Cj O t,j, il allows IIlilt[les 10 dcvulnp [Ilcir o\vn
usrcrnalily vahscs for emissions Carbon diosidc valucj \vcIe dcterrnincd on Ilic basis of a titcroturc

review, while Ihosc for sulfur dioxide, nitrogen oxides, and parriculatcs were taken from the

Bonneville Power Adrsrinis[ration. The remaining values used were the PSCN default values, To
cnrorcc Ihc rcquircmcms of G.O. 65, Ihc order can easily bc amended and forlificd by mandating the
IISC orthc specific emission wrlucs Iistcd in G.O 65.

On November 9, 1992, the PSCN reopened I)ockct No S9-7j2 to cvaluale Ihc eominucd
clycclivencss ilt capluring sociclal vahrcs or emissions prcvioujly cslablishcd in G.O. 6j. On

Oclober 8, 1993, Ihc PSCN ordered Docker S9.7 jz be CIOSC(I wi[llou( rcl,isio[l or Cnt,ironlllcn(al

values. II was s[a[cd thii[ Ihcjc vahrcs rcllcc[ Ihc conditions in Ncvmta, were found 10 bc valid by the

PSCN, and should bc mandated until Ihcrc is a ruling concerning the visibility slandards for Ihc clean

air corridor as pcrrains 10 studies associated wi[h Grand Canyon ~!ational Park visibility.
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Tnhlc 3. Comparison orcnviromncn[al externality vahrcs ~or residual emissions (Slron valualion)
——.. - _

YtiiI rt; co~ --s5-2 N02 Parttcutatcs co
———. . -- .. . ... ... ...

---’ ----- ‘-.-----~/oc/l{~G ● N~O C] 1.1

[,SCN 220 1.560 6,8000 4. I 80.0 i~o I ,180/5,500 4,140 220
spp~ 22 1,s00 68.8 166.6 9~o 1,180/ ? 4,140 220
Di~erencc 19.8 60 6,731.2 4,013.4 0 of ? 00
PSCNISPPC % 10 96 I 4 100 100/ ? 100 100
● VOC - Volaiile Organic Compounds ROG - Rcac[ivc Organic Gases “
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COMPARATIVEECONOMICS

A recent sktdy conducted by JamesH. CaldwellJr..(CaldWelltlgg4), CEERT Technical
Director,comparedthe Ievefized resource COS!Swiih and ti[hout the use of societal costs. The

calculations were based on coal emissions listed in the California Energy Commission Technology

Characterization Reportfor Novembe~, 1993., The geothermal data are based on a range of values

supplied by the Nevada ‘Geolhcrmal Council (Caldwell, 1994).. Tablo 4 shows a comparison of a

newly established coal fired plant, a gas combined cycle plant, and a geothermal facihty.

This method produces a l~velized dollars-per-kilowatt-year cost using constant assumptions

on the cost of capital, inflation, and miscellaneous values for taxes and book-life ofassels. A 1$%
fixed charge rale and 4% inflation rate were used in the calculations. These numbers are consistent
with figures used in a wide range of economic studies and are representative of currently accep!ed

values. Table 5 illustrates the COSIof energy jn two scenarios for three differertl power plarrls. One

wilh the G.O. 65 externality values for emissions and one without. The private costs do not include

the damage to society for the emissions produced in the generation of energy by that particular type

of facility. The costs of production not reflected in the private COSI,i.e. “markel cost”, arc passed on

to third parties not involved as consumers or producers oflhc energy, namely society at large. SPPC
references the societal cost in their statement “the value to society in reducing exposure to unhealthy
concentrations of pollulmtts should have a higher value than exposure to lower concentrations”
(SPPC,1992,p.2-6,Volume 5).

Table 4. Comparative costs of electricity from natural gas, coal, and geothermal power plants.

Gas CC Pulverized Coal Geothermal

Inslalled plant cost, S/kW 500 1,750 2,000-3,000

9rrcratinQ ExDenses

fixed, S/kW-Yr 9 32 I 00- I 75

Variable, S/kW-yr 35 53 35

Fuel Costs, $/kW-yr 263 15g o

TOTAL 0PERATR4G 307 243 t35-210

-CC (CombhredCycle)
-Calctdadonsassume~gaspriceofS3.10-TU, ten year fixed, Data from Caldwell (1994).

,.;;,
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Table 5. Levelized resource COSI,#lkWh.

‘: ‘sot’F E

Private Costs

Natural Gas
There are two operating geothermal .

Coal
power plants m Nevada thal have long

‘. term power purchase agreements with
Geothermal : 5,5~7,6 ... .!. 5.~-7.6” :: SPPC for less thmr 5.5 #/kWh.

Data from Caldwell, 1994: ‘ :. ‘ : . . ,,

n’
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APPLICATION OF GENERAL ORDER 65

Nevada Adapts Clca)l Pau*er R[de
[April 22, 1991, Stephen Wcil, Commissioner, Nevada Public Service Commission]

“on January ~7, 1991, the fwc Nevada Public Service Commissioners unanimously adopted a
ncw rule dcslgncd 10 give appropriate prcfcrcncc to electricity generation which utilizes
Nevada’s many sources of renewable energy and which provides a cleaner environment. The
ncw mle should rcsuk in the expansion of indigenous geothermal clcclficity generation, the
irrtroducIion of solar and wind generation in Nevada, and an cvolulion away from reliance on
fossil fuels.”

Po\verplo\ll grritls PSCkJIIal OK

(Dec. 20, 1994, Rcno Gazelle.Journal, By Bill ODriscoll]

,

I

CARSON CITY - Sierra Pacific Power Co. got the final go ahead Monday to build the
Pinion Pine asified coal power plant at Trac east of Sparks. The cnvironmcrr!al permit was

f igranted by I c Public Service Commission a cr more than three years of review. The utilit
f ~plans 10 begin construction of lhc stale-of-the.art plant in Janua~ ?r Fe~mary ~!I 1

operations beginning in Iatc 1996, said spokesman Karl Walquist. Walqulsl said the uklity
will seek a ralc hike in 1997 for IIS 262,000 cuslomcrs in Nevada and eastern California 10
help rccovcr the cost of building Pinion Pine.

The intenl of G.O. 65 \vas to require the PSCN to give appropriate prcfcrcncc to electricity
resources that “’provide the grcalest economic and cnvironmcrr!al benefits 10 Ihe slalc @cvada).”

Tkerule requires the integration of PSCN “defatsk value” ex[ernalilies for various rcsourcc types, as
WCII as the associated economic benefits that may accmc, for all rcsourcc oplions dcscribcd in the

Iricnnial irrlcgraled resource plan. Specifically, “in comparing akcrnalc plans containing rtiffcrcnt

resource options, Ike basic criteria which [he utility shall usc 10 sclecl and rank the akcrnatc plans for

the supply ofpowcr is the Prcscm \Vorrh of Future Requirements for Rcvcnuc (PWRR). Ifan

option selected by Ihc ulility as its preferred option fails to produce the Iowesl PWRR, Ihc utility
must titty justify ils ckoiccs by sctling forth the other crilcria which irrflucnccd the ulility’s choice,..

...holller important criterion which the utilily shall use 10 select and rank ils options for the supply

of power is the Present }Vorth of Socictal COSIS(PWSC). The PWSC is oblaincd by adding !hc

environmental costs (externalities) to the PWRR (PWSC = P\VRR + cxtcrl!nlitics).” Tke rule
furrhcr states the “other criteria which the utility shatl consider arc tkc avoidance of risk by means ofi
flexibitilfi diversity; reduced size ofcommitmenrs; reducing construction timcframq rcliatzility and
displacement of fuel. The rule also stales that “the utility’s selections must. provide adequate

reliabilk~ bc within rcgtrla[o~ and fmanciat constraim$ and meet the requircmems for
environmental pro!cclibn,” The first application of G.0, 65 [o a Nevada Integrated Resource Plan

(IRP) occurred in July, 1992. SPPC submilted hs IRP in Jidy, 1992, and amended il in April, 1993.

As rcquirctl by IIIC PSCN, Ihc SIq)ply Side Plan Iislcd scvcrnl oplions for clcclricrd gcncrntiorr for n

period of 15 years.

Table 6 shows that the rcsourcc mixes for fwc cases (A throllgh E) chosen by SPPC include

the Pinion Pine Project (Pin), combustion lurbincs (CT), combirtcd cycle (CC), coal, and two types
of geothermal projec[s, bolh constmcted (Gee) and purchased power (PP). A compuler model

(PROMOD) is used 10 calculale lhe PWRR COSISfin millions of 1992 dotlars) for producing
electricity for each case and ranks the cases for 5, 10, and 20 years. At the too of Table 7a. cases A
and C, which consist of all fossil fuel generation, receive the ttishest rank -

contain no geothermal energy generation. Case D; which contains

IJ

I ~nd 2 respeclivcly, aid

about 4070 geothermal
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PART G. COMMENTS
I

has also indicalcd that “the financial cffecl of purchased power is a reduction in financial

flcxibiliiy.” The environmental externalities should be calculated by an independent agency and

only those values should be used in the IRP.

If [hc intent of G.O. 65 was 10 give appropriate prcfercncc to akcrnative, non-polluting,

indigenous resources, then the environmental and economic parameters of akernalivcs should be

compared direqtly wilh fossil.ficl options. SPPCS method is 10 lump all generation options

toec[her and compare Ihe tolals. The nc! ctTccI is to bury the contribution of cacb Iypc of

eencra[ion and obscure the individual environmental and economic impacts.

The most serious flaw, however, is [hat in spilt oftbc outcome oftbe PWSC, the primary crilcria

is the PWRR - the lowest COSIwithout the usc ofextemalitics. The utitily is required 10 provide

the calculations, but is not requi~cd to implement PWSC values. G.O. 65 has, reercttably,
assumed Ibc position ofa rcgulato~ annoyance, and Iittlc more.

RENE\VABLE ENERGY BENEFITS

The most promising alternative energy technologies include solar, wind, and geothermal

power, which were cxtcnsivcly developed in response [o (I1c petroleum embargo and energy

shonaecs of 1973. Altcrnalivc enerey resources were idcmificd as a way 10 preserve indigenous
petroleum resources and ensure fulure energy supplies. Based on 210 ~Ve produced by Nevada’s

eeo[bcrmal power plants in 1993, an equivalent of821, 100 Ions of coal, 3,066,000 barrels of oil, or

18,396,000 million cubic feet of natural gas were conscwed (Goddard C( al., 1989). The actual
economic advantage of these alternative energy rcsourccs cannot be fully cvakrated wilbout
considering [kc cnviromncn!al bcncfils all tbrcc have over convcmional rossil-fue[ plants. This report
addresses the Scotherrnal oplion.

The purpose of G.O. 65 was 10 provide n systematic mc[hodology ror the evaluation of a
vtric[y of fuels used in the gencraiion of clcc!ricity. By mandalins the use of G.O. 65 criteria in

renewable resources (solar, wind, and geo[hcrmat) can compeie on a “level playing field” with

conventional (coal, eas, and oil) fuels.

~lir Oualitv nrrrt Visibility

Geothcrrnal resources produce no nitrogen oxides, negligible emissions of parriculatcs, 90

percent less sulfur oxides and 60 percent less carbon dioxide, the principal constituent of the
“grcerrbouse Sascs,” than fossil fuels (Brown, 1994). It has been cslimatcd !hat the use of

gco[hcrmal rcsourccs rcduccs carbon dioxide emissions by n factor of about 2000, compared with

the “avcraSe” U.S. coal-fired plant using 1990 emissions data.

Table 8 lists the Ions of various pollutants Ihal were not produced as n resul[ of Ihe 210 ~rr

of geothermal clec[ric power. In addition 10 reduced emissions, the utilization of renewable energy

enhances visibility, eliminates conditions that lead to acid precipitation, presewcs endangered species

in terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems, and reduces hazardous was[cs.

Under a 1~90 CorrSressional Order @evada Ad-Hoc, 1994), the Clean Air Act was amended

to address visibility impairment in an area of Nalioaal Parks, Monumerrls, and Wilderness Areas.

This area is known as the “Golden Circle of Parks,” and includes the Grand Canyon and 14 nearby

National Parks and Wilderness Areas (Figure 3). Recommcndalions desigrscd 10 improve the poor

12

Fkal EMS, Novezcsber1995

I

I

,

I

I

Table 8. Tons of pollutants W emitted in 1993 (per210 h4We Nevada ecotbemral power plants).

Pollutant Coal Oil Nalural Gas

C02 1,785,000 1,407,000
NOX

951,500
315 315 90

Sox I 1,000 10,000 10
(aRcr Goddard and Goddard, 1989)

air quality will be fowarded to the Grand Canyon Visibility Trnnspofl Commission (GCVTC), which
consists of Governors from sta!cs in the Grand Canyon airshcd rcsion and federal land manascmcm
aeencies.

The Commission has been tasked to idcntifi possible impac[s rmd to rccommcnd to Ibc EPA

solulions which may ultimately reduce air pollulion in the Golden Circle. The Golden Circle is Ibc

tarect of the Commission due 10 tbc proximily of the Clean A.r Corridor, which is defined as a flow

of “clean” air from Ibc lransporr rcsion ~.e. Nevada) tbai helps remove polhrtanls from Ihc Grand

Canyon area. If a recornrncndation by the Commission for regional caps on emissions is mandated,

there would be an increased usage and applicability for emission crcdils in Nevada. Emission credits

arc inccmives tbal allow each pollution source to rcccive a pollution allocaliors, TIIC source is then
responsible for detcrminins bow to keep emission Ievcls within the allocation. A regional cap would
!hcorelically bc kept at current Icvels ofcmissions, or Iowcr.

The potcrr[ial impac[s to Nevada from mandates concerning the “Golden Circle” may place

scvcrc limits on polluting industries by reslric[ins the expansion of fossil fuel fired facilities or by
rcquirins furrber compliance with stricter emission slandards. These chanscs would no! only atTccI
ncw industries, bul also the cxistirrs industries by discouraging construction of major sources of

8,

1
FiSure 3. “Golden Circle of Parks,” wbcre

j
air quality is a critical concern.

t ;

~~ !
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emissions within Ihc clean air corfidors, even if
existirrs air qualily resulalions arc met by Ihc power

planls.

hlany ulility operations, boll] proposed and
expanding, would have 10 bc scrutinized as [o tbcir

c~nirac[cd silts, al[crnativc .si[es, size of operation,

production proccsscs, and cnvironrncntal control
tecbniqucs in order that ItIcy bc abte 10 dcmonstralc
the need for IIIC proposed operation or expansion,
and Il]at it is suRicient to out-weish Ibc
cnvironmcrstal and social COSISthat will be imposed.

If !hese conditions arc not met, Ibc utility will have to

juslifi i[s cxislcncc in mzy non.allainmcrrl nrca or area

of concern, suck as the clean air corridor, even

Ibosrgh il must first demonstrate lhat no additional

deterioration [o Ibc area’s air quafity will occur.

Any stale that fails to achieve the mtainrnen!

goals oftbc Nalional Ambient Air Qualily Standards
@AAQS) and the Secondary Ambient Air Quality

Standards (SAAQS) will face financial and other
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sanctions by EPA and Ihc Deparrmcnt of TransporSalion. This may require any state that does not

meet the mandated clean air standards to currail any plans for industrial srowrh to maintain a “no ncl
incrcasc” in air emissions.

TIIC bencfils of renewable energy arc oncn not captured in s~andard economic accounting

procedures. For example, renewable energy production provides social and economic development
nS WCII as employment oppo~unities, especially in mral areas, Illat olllc~isc havo Iimilcd

oppoflunilics for economic gro~h, Renewable energy development can Ihus help reduce poverry in
Nral area and reduce pressures for urban migration and the continued taxing of urban social

institutions. Power plants, includinggeothermal,tend 10 be rurally located. Benefits realized by
countieswilh geolhcrrnalpower plantswill increase as Ihc demand for renewable energy increases.

Rcsourcc planning based on intematizing the sociclal costs of emissions places geothermal

and olhcr renewable resources in direct compe[ilion with coal and natural gas utililics, even if the

Icasl COSIanalysis is considered. The values used for Ihc emissions of NOX, SOX, reactive organic

gases (ROG), paniculalc mallcr (PM), and C02 arc of concern because Ihcy are commonly

produced from the combustion of fossil fuels. On [kc olkcr hand, all of these emissions arc nearly

absent in renewable resourtcs.

Economics

Historically, renewable energy sources have been perceived as being non-competitive with

fossil fuels. Coal and natural gas arc plentiful and there are Iargc federal subsidies for fossil fuel

combustion [cchnology. Recently, however, energy production COSISfor renewable have fallen and
arc expcc!cd 10 decline funhcr as manufacturing Icchnologics allow mas~production of critical

components. Many utility companies recognize Ihe value of including rcnewablcs in their resource

mix. Geothermal energy, for example, is included in many utility energy portfolios along with fossil.

fuels in California, Nevada, lla\vaii, and Utah, Lon&[crm, fixed-price power purchase agrccmcnls

protccl ulililies and consumers from price volatility and supply interruptions associated with fossil

filcls.

In 1992, Nevada produced 1,219,700 Megawatt hours (~Vh) ofgcothermal electricity. That

equals a sales volume of about S85 million dollars, based on a net production of 1,034,800 Wh. In
addilion 10 ibis revenue, federal geothermal leases on 348,000 acres generafed renl and royally fees

of S2,926,200, according to Bureau of Land Management reports (Hoops, 1994, PC).

Nevada enjoys economic benefits tha[ Iranscenrt energy production, but arc attributed directly
to geothermal ulilizal~on. Mining, aquacuhure, and agriculture all benefit from geothermal ~

rcsourccs. The Elko County School District and the Elko Heal Company opera(e geolhemal district

space heating systems Ihat provide hoI water to municipal, residential, and commercial
i

esiablishmcn[s. Scrvicc has been provided 10 Elko since 19S2 and currently services approximately
;

20 buildinss. Approxirnalely 2S0 homes and businesses in Rcno use Seolhcrmal encrsy for space
j

hcalins. Thc Warren Estates subdivision in Reno supplies kot water 10 more than 100 private komes
i

from a sinsle geothermal well.
. . I

j

Nevada also benefils from the use of renewable resources, especially Geothermal, as ~
evidencedby lhe variousrevenuesearnedfrom Geothermaloperations. Tile Nevada Depaflment of .;
Taxation. Division of Assessment Standards, reports that nel proceeds tax, properry tax and counly ~
tax payables have increased for geothermal plants throughout the State, especially in Nral areas such

j
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as Ckurclrill Counly (Table 9). fisure 4 illus!ralcsthe benchmarkcvcmsand hisloricatdevelopment
ofseo!hemsatenersy in Nevada.

Rcnewablcs were selcclcd as the fuel of choice over fossil and non-fossil utility plants durins

rcccnt biddins for additionalpo\ver in California (CPUC, t993). This emphasizes the ability of

renewablcs tO bc an effeclive means ofcosl e~eclive resource divcrsily and improved environmental
quality. There has been a perception that California’s hisher utitity costs arc in pars duc to their “set

aside”policy. California’srule rcrprircsthat a portion of the utility’s infraslNc[urc be “SCIaside”for
renewableresources. Sara Steck-h4yers (t 994, PC), otlorney for CEERT, has directly addressed this
unfounded belief fry pointins OUI Ihat “set asides” b m result in hisher utilily COSIS. In fact, Ihc

slatutc was enacted in 1991, and 10 da[c i[ has ycI to resuk in power purchases by the slates

electrical utilities. Therefore M costs have been incurred and w rate increases for utilily customers

have rcsuhcd.

Renewable cncrsy becomes even more economically attractive, and Ihereforc more desirable,

over traditional fiels when considering the radioac[ivi[y released from burnins coat. In a study

complctcd by Oak RidSe National Laborato~ for Ihc U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA),

il was reporred lhat an nverasc Ion of coal conlains t.3 ppm of uranium and 3.2 ppm of thorium
(Scicncc htews, 1994). Both of these ~race mctats occur naturally and both arc radioactive.

Researchers estimated lhat in t 9S2, U.S. utilily Sencra[ins plants combusted616 million tons of coal,
releasins 801 tons of uranium and 1,97 I Ions of thorium 10 the atmosphere.

FuetDivcrsily

Fuel suppty diversity is anolhcr a~traclivc benefit of renewable enersy. This relates to the
substantial interresional enersy [rade in a rcrrewabtc.in[cnsive enersy future, involvins a diversity of

cnersy carriers and suppliers. EnerSy imporrers would bc able to choose from more producers and

fuel types than Ihcy do [oday. [f G.0, 65 PWSC becomes the primary consideration, renewable
encrsy sources coutd compete directly with coal, substantially rcducins the vuhrcrability of the

encrsy market 10 monopoly price manipulation or unexpected disruption of supplies. Such
competition would stabilize cnersy prices. The Srowh in world encrsy Iradc would also provide

new opponuni[ies for enersy suppliers, especially the prospccls for trade in renewable fuel.

Compare this to the SdO (ens of nuclear fiel used in 1982 by Ihe counlries 1t 1 Nuclear plants [o
Seneralc cleclricily.

Table 9. Revenue and taxes received from geolhermat operations in Nevada.

Actual Aclual AcIual Proptrry Propcny
Gross Net Counly Assessed Taxes

Year Proceeds Proceeds Tax Value Due

t 989 S58,876,628 S18.t 14,494 S345,516 S63.134,7S0 S1.342 ~ol
1990 $68,003,694 S28,133,2t2 $63 1,2S3 S53;105;6IO
t99t S74,253,212

Sl~25~:;i;
S29,570,221 S694,S78 $S7,328,100

t 992
S1,400,386

S82,814.226 S3S,602,681
1993

S864,815 S60,957,720 S1,990,902
S102,164,450 S37.432.?4S $827,645 S68,211,000 S1,6S6,424

Da[a Sourcti Nevada Deparsmem of Taxation (~T. 1994).

Is

i
!

i.

i

1

,.:
~
,,:
;.,,
‘,

I

,:



i

. , .... . ... . ..-. ----- ., --- .- ... .-- .2---- . . . . . . . . . .

... . . . .. . . .— . -—— -.%.. -----. .-... .... . .. ....~a-,-—-- ..-.T -,.,,- +- . . -.,---- , ... W.-”.. . . . . . Iu

.. ... . . . . .- ..,..-,.=.-=.s..~- ,--- -..--.-—.

----:----W---; ----2----E-? ------! I-’<--:-E

----*-’-~flu!-----!,\A

air! .
,

.Q!xds~ :
p>IlslsuIlB,O& , (~=:

Jh\W~IZ ‘ . . .
- t6.Jq~3* ‘;-- ‘---;-------: ------: ------;
/

4

-.

. .,----- ------ ------- .

.. -...; .-- .--: ------

-------



.$-

M

d

W
.L. T .~---.= ---- –~ ~ --.:=: ------ - -2-------- -’ -

9

\



-..
—

PART G. COMMENTS

.,’

Wal EIWS, Novmber 1995

G- 155



. ....

PART G. COMME~S

1.1

1.

May lst, 1995

Mr. Pete Humm

i

Bureau of Land Management
Susanville District GeneralPublic
P. o. Box 1090
Susanville, Ca 96130-3730 CommentSet45

Dear $tr. Humm,

I sincerely hope ’the BLM will not allow Sierra Pacific Power
Co. to build a major transmission line north along U. S. 395
from Reno to Alturan.

This is a beantiful area along the wetlands and the Sierra.
There is eomething about natural unspoiled scenery that is
worth far more than an oversized steel and wire transmission
line and the new development it will bring.

l!eGoem to end up destroying the natural environment which
is the very reason people have moved to this area in the
first place. Theee lineg are even an syesore acrose the desert
where development and access are minimal. At the very least
the line should be placed in existing corridors where the
impact to the public would be reduced.

If this line goes in as proposed, I Peel something will be
lost which cannot be regained in the foreseeable future.

I urge the BLM to oppoee this proposed tranemiseion line.

Very truly yours,

Richard If. Hewitt
1936 Topeka Cir.
Sparks, Nv 89434

G-156
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DEPENDABLEAUTOMOTIVE
291 Wa9hInglon Streetc Reno,Navada89503
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PART G. COMMENTS

May 5, 1995 RECEIVED htAY 171095

General Public
Julie Halligan - Peter ~lumm Comment Set 49
CPUC - BLM
c/o Agpen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St., Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA g1301

RE : Alturas Intertie, CPUC 93-11-018~ BLM CACA 31406.

Dear Mr. Humm and Ms. Halligan,

On page C. 13-34 of the DEIR, the visusl impact of the Project
coming off the predominant poi.nknorth of HWY 299 waa identi-
fied aa a Claaa 1 ImPact. This area has alao been identified
aa a key area of con~ern by the Modoc County Board of Super-
visors (May 21 1995 meeting)~ the Modoc County Planning Commission
(March S, 1995 and April 14, 1995 meetings), and the public
(scoping letters and comments). The DEIR, however, did not
identify mitigation that would reduce this impact to a lesg
significant level. Mitigation that would reduce this impack
from an unacceptable Class 1 level would be:

11 burial-of the line
#2 avoidance of the ridgeline

Alternatives to lesgen this impact were nok explored. Under-
ground conaeruction waa only considered in 9eneral kerms in
the DEIR on pages B.6,8- B.6g. It was addressed only in burial
of the entire line and was inappropriatelydismissed due to
expense. It IS feasible to bury this transmission line shorter
distances (less than 25 miles) and according to NEPAt expense
ig not an appropriate reason for dismissing this alternative.
Due to the lack of canyona and ridges and the fact that the
ground haa already been previously impacted) Alternate B and
the USFS Alternate offer reaaomtiaagments where the.line could
be buried. Other Claaa 1 Impactg would not be generated, as

the Tuscarora Gag Line Projact (similar terrain).evidenced by

Avoidance of
alternatives

Sincere}y,

.
ridgelines represents common sensel and Y@t
were not sought out to lessen this impact.

&J.&
Kelle S. RtiY
P.O. BOX 786
AltUraS, CA 96101
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RECEIVED ifAY 1 71955

May61 1995

General Public
Comment Set 50

JulieHalligan/PeterHm
C/O Aspen EnvironmentalGroup
30423~nwood St.,Suite218
Agoura Hille,CA 91301

RE AlturaeIntertie(CPUC93-11+18)
BLM (acA-31406)

Dear Ma. HalliganandMr. Hum~

Thecumulativeimpacbaof ctiiningtelecomication (fiberoptics)
withthePtopoadProjectwerenotappropriatelyaddressedin theDEIR.
Ik etandato reaaonthatcumulativenagativaimwcts on DaggartGnyon
andtheareawestof Alturas wouldraaultfrombringingthefikr optics 10

$5
fromtheProjectto thecityof Altura9.Thiswascompletelydisregarded
in theDEIRandshouldhavebeenaddreggedin depth.

Sincerely,

Billy& MarleneR*rte
P.O.BOX2014
Alturae,CA 96101

WI EIWS, November 1995
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DaW May 15,1995

To: JulieHaM a@etcr Humm
CPU~L~
c/o *n &dmnmental Omu

f30423 Csnwood Street, STB 28
AgoumHilfs CA 91301

Re: AIIurssTratrsodslonLinePm set
ACPUC W3.11018;BW # C CA-31046

RE(;EIV[{D 1,::’/ 1 / IiIOG

From: Dave StampsnoA
5561 Lower W andotteRoad “

{@tine CA 9966
(916) 533-1370

Geueral Public
Comment Set 51

To Whom it may concern,

~nk ou for theopportunityto M ndwith commentsaboutthepmjeet.
t PI sm a ndowner neartheSecretVa Iey restar~ alongWghway 395 andI do haveIntcmt

with mnccmsaboutthepmjut. My coneemsam mainly:

1.The Ioeatfonof thetowers
2, The safetyof thetowers
3. The affectof thetowemon wlld~e
4. The uscof thepower

My concernin the Imtfon of thetowersk mninlythattheywouldn’tbein theodddlcof my

~merandticymnno~ mdmuti,Iwould prcfertfratticy behtblsam.
pmpem, butratheralon theborder.The psmclI havehastelephonelinesat thesouthwest

The safetyIssn Issuekattse I havethree oungboys.I would hnpcthatthetowcmemtld
Jnotbe cmilv at-d, What prc~utions are crcaboutvsndslkm or Rudre, How o~n arc

the towcts~rrdhes inspected;
I amnotanactidst on en~onmental kuca bu~ I havehead thatbirdsandotherwild~e arc

affectedby thetowemandfhrw, %r bhds,I haveheardthata pemhan be placedat thetopfor
themto landandI tfrfnkthatis a goodidm, Thrsc towershavek aroundforymrs without
mushrgwlldhfe to be put on an endangered

Y
IN kt, soexcept for a few unluckyotr% I

fal thatanhnak do makead]tients, but if ere am any simple wava for ardmrdsto be safe,

]0GP,St-1

]0
GP.
51.2

1
0$%

letsimplementIt. -
. d

Hopefully tic Unesor towerswill bedesignedandpbmnedfortheduelpur~ ofbeing
tappedforgeneralum.Ihaveseentowerswithbothtmmmklon powerandlowervoltageon 10GP.
the samepoll a Ilttfe lowerdown. It wouldbearealshametohaveallthatpowersocloseandnot 51-4

be abletouscanyofIt.Tomy fmowledge,dghtnow,thecl-t powertome IsSpankh
Sprhrg~about4mi[w away.

Talting to someothem,it seemstheywouldprefertokeepthingsjustthewaytfrcyare,but1
havealwaysthnu ht thatsomedevelo mentianeededinthathalfiaypointbetweenSussnvillc
andAll”m$md&twally ~tiwl$aw*blepwcr.

,
Dave Stam~02
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+

} FIRST CENTE~IAL TITLE COMPANY OF NEV~A
4t~ *tab 530 E. PL~B LANE

P. O. BOX 10538 ● RENO, NEVADA 89S10
Phone:(702) 689-8S10 . FOX:(702) 689.8520

May 15, 1995
General Public

Comment Set 53

Ms. Julie Halligan
California Public Utilities Commission
Mr. Peter Humm
Bureau of Land Management
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
20423 Canwood St. #218
Agoura Hills, Ca 91301

Re: Formal Protest of the Alturas 345 KV Powerline
CPUC Application Number 93-11-018 and ELM Case Number CAC 31406

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm:

Plea9e be advised that I am writing to you as a resident OE
Horizon Hil19 Subdivision, located approximately 8 miles north o
Reno, at the base of Peavine Mountain, which is adjacent to the
proposed Alturas Intertie.

We are a vezy small subdivision, comprised of approximately 167
lots, most of which have been improved, living a very quiet
lifestyle. Raising our children in a CountrY atmosphere, where
we all have walked, rode our horses and gone 4 wheeling over the
Mountains of Peavine. .

I am very concerned about the possible health hazardg that your
proposed line may create as well as the visual impact that will
be felt for many miles around.

YOUX proposed line will be approximately 2000 feet from our
community water tank, which is our only source of water for our
subdivision. What about that health hazard?

We are all concerned about the possible devaluation of our
properties. several residents, whose homes are up foz sale have
indicated that they have alxeady had to reduce their sales price
do to the possibility of youz line being installed so close to
our subdivision.

Many of the xesidents in our area have VA Loans on them. when
you have that type of loan, VA will loan normally 100% of the
sales price plus the VA funding fee. FOX example, if the sales
price of a home is $100,000.00 the loan amount would be
approximatley $102,000.00.

If a homeowner cannot make a profit ox sell their home for what .
is at least owed on the loan, more timeg than not, they will let
the property go into Foreclosure. Are you aware that in our
State that a Beneficiary can secure a deficiency judgement
againgt their Sorrower, after a Foreclosure sale has occured.
What about the financial impact?

I understand that Mayor Breslow, Mayor of Sparks, has stated that
if you went through hig axea they would have to destroy
approximately 68 homes and well as the tremendous impact that
would be felt on City of Sparks. Also, according to the
newspaper he indicated that what you are proposing is big and
ugly and that they do not want it in the City of Sparkg. Well,
neither do we.

I am not opposed to progress nor to any individual or company
earning a profit on their product or service, but not at the
expense of others. The State of Nevada has many wide open places
that would accommodateyour project as well as other existing
corradors.

I feel that oux environment will be severly affected, the beauty
of Peavine would be degtroyed and a lifegtyle, of which we have
become accustomed to, would be gone forever. J

‘:specti$el<y?urs~

(t t .4 k ( \&:J.ti..
Carole L. Bob;
8390 Chippewa Avenue
Reno, NV 89506

cc: Governor Bob Miller
Mz. John Mendoza
Mr. Scott Nebesky
Mr. Roger olack
Mr. Steven Younkin
Mc, Mike Reed
Mr. Bill VanBrugann
U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Senator Richard Bryan
Senator Harry Reid
Congresswoman Barbara Vucanovich
Senator Bill Raggio
Assemblywoman Joan Lambert
ME. Jim Shaw
Mr. Steve Bradhurst
Mr. Grant Sims
Ms. Joanne Bond
Mrs. Lori Burke
Mrg. Jan Loveran
Washoe County Planning Comission Development
North Valley’s Citizen Advisory Board

Review
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June 12, 1995

Ms. Julie Halligan
California Public Utilikies Commission
Mr. Peter Humm
Bureau of Land Management
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
20423 Canwood St. #218
Agoura Hills, Ca 91301

Re: Formal Protest of the AltUraS 345 KV Powerline
CPUC Application Number 93-11-018 and BLM Case Number CAC 31406

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. IIumm:

Please be advised that I am correcting my letter dated
May 15, 1995 in which I inadvertently wrote my views on the
Company letter head, which is Firet Centennial Title Company.

The views that I expressed were mine only and were never.
intended to involve my employer or any other employee of
First Centennial Title Company.

please accepty my sincere apology if by uging the Company
letterhead had given any wrong impressions. It certainly
was not meant to give any false impressions, only my
opinion.

9
Respectively yours, ~

Carole Bohn
8390 Chippewa Avenue
Reno, NV 89506

WI EIWS, November 1995
G- 165
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JULIE HALLtGAN/PETER HUMM
CALIFORNIA PUBL[C UTILITIES COMMISSION
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
C/O ASPEN ENUIRONMENTAL 8ROUP
30423 CANUOOQ ST., SUITE 2fb
AGOURA HtLLS, CA. 9f301

MAY 18, 1995

OEAR MS. HALL1OAN ANV MR. HUMM,

General Public
CommentSet54

MY HUSBANO AND I HAUE LIUEQ AT 1346 SATELLITE COURT, SPARKS, NU.
89436 FOR 7 YEARS ANO HAUE ENJOYED TREMENDOUSLY LIUING HERE lN
THIS SPECIAL AREA OF SPARKS. WE LOOKED FOR 6 YEARS FOR THIS
UONDERFUL SPOT FOR OUR RETIREMENT. EUEN THOUGH WE ARE ONLY IN
OUR 50’S, THIS HOME WAS TO BE OUR FINAL HOME!

WE VEHEMENTLY SUPPORT THE ENUIRONMENTAL SUPERIOR ROUTE IN THE
OR1O1NAL DRAFT. WE THE PEOPLE OF SPARKS DO NOT WANT ANY POUER
LINES THRU OUR CITY.

THE ALTURAS PROJECT CAUSES ’OUR NEIGHflORHOOD GREAT CONCERN
ESPECIALLY SINCE THE NEUAOA ALTERNATIUE ROUTE UAS TO DESTROY 64
HOMES OF WHICH MANY OF US HAUE PUT OUR BLOOD SWEAT AND TEARS INTO
lMPROUING OUR HOMES. WE STARTED WITH A DIRT LOT ANO A HOUSE 7
YEARS AGO ANO HAUE ADDED FENCES* LANDSCAPING, VECKS, ETC. TO OUR
PROPERTIES. SOME OF US ARE GOING TO STOP ANY FURTHER
lMPROUEMENTS UNTIL WE HEAR OF A OEFINITE OECISION ON THIS
PROJECT. BES20ES THIS CAUSING A FINANCIAL nURDENI you CAN ALso
VISUALISE THE EMOTIONAL DISTRESS CAUSED.

THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONCERN.

flassTwooD
1346 SATELLITE COURT
SPARKS, NU. 89436-9321

G- 166
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Mr. Peter tlumm--Oureau of Land Management
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Cantioud St, #2i0
Agoura liills, Cd. 91301

Re: Formal Protest of the Alturas 345KV Powerlirse
CPUC Application Number 93-11-018 and 8LM Case Number
31406

Ocar Ms. Nalligan and Mr. Numm:

CACA-

After carofutly considering the Pros and Cons of the Alturas
345KV powerlfne routing near Norizon }{flls through Peavine
Mountain, the conclusion for me was that there are no Pros
only Cons. Therefore I’M opposed to the powerline going
through here.

I ayrcfo;;;~tle~~er;(e protest sent to your commission by
Cari Ilorizon I{ills General Improvement
District.

On Sunday May 14, 1995 it became clear to me that its okay
to put the powerline in my backyard as long as its not your
backyard, This it referring to the article in the Reno
Gazette Journal on Mty 14, 1995. The Mayor of Sparks stated
he whnts to make sure that putting the powerline throuyh
Sparks won’t come up again, however he feels sorry for the
Reno residents that could be affected because its going to
be ugly.

Please find another solution other than near my house
through Peavine Mountain.

Thdnk you for your time.

Edward G~l’liano.

ml EIWS, November 1995
G- 167

Edward Guiliano
2450 Seneca dr,

Reno, Nevada 89506

(702) 972-6148 General Public ~
CommentSet55

May 17, 1995

Ms. Julie Nalligan- California Public Utilities Commission



my 13th, 1995 General Pllblie
Comment Set 56

Juliel{allignn& Peterllumm
CPUCendBW
c/o AepenhvironmentalGroup
30/,23CsnwoodSt.,Suite218
Agourahills,CA 91301

RE:AlturaeIntertie,CPUC93-11418,B~ CACA31406.

DearMa.Ualligm& Mr.I{umm,

Pleaeereferto page~-37 of theDEIRwhereit etates;‘lDepending
on thealternativeselected,thereco~d be viewshedeaffectedby
tbetrsnemiseionline,whichcodd reedt in significantimpactson
proprtyvalueein a verylimitednumberof caseewhereacquleition
is not warranted.~ese .im~ctswouldbe reducedto en insignifi-
cantlevelby theappiicantparticipatingin neutralArbitrationto
determinewhatcompensation,if any,wodd be due thepropertyowner(l.

Thielanguageputetheimpcctedproportyownerat a disadvantageend
noedato be changed.~ero willmo~tcerkinlybe propertyownere
who1e viewehedewillbe oeverelyimpactedby thisProjeot,eventhough
theProjectie noton tboirproperty.~tigationand/orcompensation
shouldbe offeredto theeeimpactedpeople.Thi8languogeplacesthe
burdenon theimpactedpropertyownerAO he wodd haveto eeeklegal
actionto forcemitigation.me burdenStIOWDfallon SierraPacific.
me len~ageohodd shte thatanyproprtyownerthatfeelshie
viewshedhasbeenimpa~tedto thepointof propertyvalueebeingloon
shouldbe compensatedor mitigatedin somespeoificpredetermined
wayby A predeterminedcriteria.Ae SierraPacificie thepartythat
is invokingharm,thocriteriashotidfavorthepropertyownerend
NOTSierraPacific.

Pleaseproperlyaddreaslen~agefor theimpctedpropertyowner
who1e viewshedie disruptedby SierraPacificIe invnsiveaction.

Sincerely,

hreen Grner,P.O.Box1551
Alturas,CA 96101

I
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KIWOERLEY WIRSHING
2219 PAWNEE COWRT
RENO, NEVADA 89506

May 21, 1995

Julie Halligan, CPUC/Peter Humm, BLM
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 CanWood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

GencralPublic

CommentSet59

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm:

I am writing to you out of concern for my families health
and well being, and I am sure that I speak for all the
residents of Horizon Hille.

My husband and I purchased our home in Horizon tiillsin
April of 1984. One of the reasons we chose this area was
because of the peace and beauky. We had our daughter in
November of 1906 and love raising her in this environment.
It is much cleaner and quieter then in the city. If you were
to allow this Alturas Transmission Line Project to happen,
the paace and beauty would be greatly effected. We feel very
strongly about a possible health risk from the EHF, that
could put my daughters future life in jeopardy. We have been
health conscious parents and try to see that she is taken
care of in the best possible way. If you have children, I am
sure that you would feel the came way. Would you not do
everything poseible to see thst your children were raised in
the healthiest possible environment?

Of couree we are aleo concerned for the adults as well, but
we all know that children are more susceptible to a health
risk for many reasons. One being that they are definitely
not strong enough to fight off something as harmful as this
project could be.

Please consider how you would feel if you were in our
position. If you lived in our community, I know that you
would have seeked out other alternatives. I was surprised to
find out that more alternatives were not offered. Please do
everything in your power to help us.

= PROJECT 00ES NOT NAVE TO 1~ IN OWN ~oR1100D.

In a letter to you from Cari Lockett, on May 10th 1995, some
of the iseues brought to your attention included health and
safety risks, noise impact, alternate routes, damage to
proparty values, baauty of our area destroyed, and
recreational use of our foothills eliminated. There is aleo
another issue that conoerns me. The rescue and fire agencies 10$!i

WI EIWS, Novaber 1995
G-I71 -

can not continue serving our communities In the best and
most efficient way if you destroy their flight path. Please ]0:!
don’t do this.

Wontt you please... please... please... find a route that
will not interfere with our community and the safety and
health of all who are in this area.

Thank-you for taking the time.to read this letter. We
understand that you have a job to do, but please treat this
issue as if it was in your backyard, so that we are not
subject to the many possible problems that thie project
could cause in our area.

Very Sincerely Yours,

%
.lu(d.((1(.

f
dy

Kimberley W rshing
Home Owner - }forizon Hills

cc :
John Mendoza
Nevada Public Service Commission

Governor Bob Miller

Scott Nebesky
Truckee Meadows Regional Planning Agency

Senator Richard Bryan

Senator Harry Reid

Congresswoman Barbara Vucanovich

Assemblywoman Joan Lambert

Washoe Co. Commissioners
-Jim Shaw, chairman
-Steve Bradhuret, Vice Chair
-Grant Sims
-Joanne Bond
-Mike Mouliot

Washoe Co. Planning Commission - Development Review

North Valleys Citizen Advisory Board

Sierra Pacific Power Company
-Roger Olack
-Steven Younkin
-Mike Reid
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MAY 20, 1995

MS. JULIE HALLIGAN - CALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMNIS1ON
MR. PETER HUMM -BUREAU OF M MANAGEMENT
C/O ASPEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP
30423 CANWOOD ST. #218
AGOURA HILLS, CA 91301 General Pnblic

CommentSet60
RE: ALTURAS 345KV POWERLINE

DEAR MS. HALLIGAN AND MR. HUMM:

I AM WRITING YOU ABOUT THE PROPOSED ALTURAS POWER LINE PROJECT OF
SIER~ PACIFIC POWER CO. MY WIFE AND OUR FAMILY MOVEDTO HORIZON HILLS
10 YEARS AGO. AFTER COMING FROM THE BAY AREA, WE WERE VERY IMPRESSED
WITH THE BEAUTY OF THE FOOTHILLS AND PEAVINE MOUNTAIN. WE ALSO HAVE
ENJOYED THE PEACE AND QUIET THE AREA OFFERS. NORMALLY THERE IS NO
NOISE TO BE HEARD, EXCEPT FOR BIRDS AND OTHER LOCAL WILDLIFE. THERE
IS NOT ANOTHER NEIGHBORHOOD LIKE THIS IN ALL OF THE RENO/SPARKS AREA,
ESPECIALLY CONSIDERING THE AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND THE HALF ACRE LOTS.
PEOPLE IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD TAKE PRIDE IN THEIR HOMES. THIS POWER LINE
IS TOTALLY UNACCEPTABLE. TO RUIN THE BEAUTY OF THE FOOTHILLS WOULD BE
A CRIME AGAINST NATURE AND ALL OF THE PEOPLE WHO LIVE IN HORIZON HILLS
AND THE STEAD AND LEMMON VALLEY AREA. WHY SHOULD ALL Or THESE PEOPLE
HAVE TO SUFFER BECAUSE OF GREEDY SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY. FROM
WHAT I HAVE LEARNED, THIS POWER LINE IS BEING INSTALLED TO SUPPLY
P9WER TO MINING INTERESTS. WHY SHOULD WE HAVE TO PAY FOR THEIR OWN
SELF INTERESTS. IF THIS POWER LINE IS INSTALLED, KNOWLEDGEABLEREAL
ESTATE PROFESSIONALS SAY OUR PROPERTY VALUES WILL GO DOWN 20 PERCENT.
BEING A MIDDLE CLASS WORKING PERSON, I CANNOT AFFORD TO LOOSE $24,000
EQUITY IN MY HOME. THE ONLY ALTERNATIVE I SEE IS TO BURY THE LINE
AND MAKE THE END USERS PAY FOR IT. OVER A PERIOD A MANY YEARS, THE
COSTS WILL LEVEL OUT. MINING AND SIERRA PACIFIC CAN AFFORD THIS COST,
I CAN’T. PLEASE LOOK AT THE PICTURE I HAVE ENCLOSED. THESE TOWERS
ARE GOING TO BE 70 - 130 FEET TALL DEPENDING ON THE TERMIN. WOULD YOU
LIKE THESE UGLY HEALTH HAZARDS IN YOUR BACK YARD. BE HONEST. THERE
ARE 165 HOMES IN THIS NEIGHBORHOOD, PLEASE DON’T DESTROY THIS AREA.

RF~CTFULLY SUBMITTED,

TERRY KIRBY
~.

8250 MOHAWK LANE
RENO, NV., 89506

cc:
JOHN MENDOZA
NEVADA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION

SCO~ NEBESKY
TRUCKEENEADOWS REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE
RENO FIELD STATION

GOVERNOR BOB MILLER

SENATOR RICHARD BRYAN

SENATOR HARRY REID

CONGRESSWOMAN BARBARA VUCANOVICH

SENATOR BILL RAGGIO

WASHOE CO. COMMISSIONERS

LORI BURKE - CITIZEN’S COMMITTEE

JAN LOVERAN - CITIZEN’S COMMITTEE

WASHOECO. PWING COMMISSION
-DEVELOPMENT REVIEW

NORTH VALLEYS CITIZEN ADVISORY BOARD

BILL VANBRUGANN
U.S. FOREST SERVICE
TOIYABE NATIONAL FOREST

G- 172



PART Go COMMENTS

May 12, 1995

General Public
Comment Set 61

Julie l{nlligan/PeterIlumm
CPUC/BLM
C/O Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St., Suite 218
Aeoura Wills, CA 91301

I{E: Alturae Intertie, CPUC }93-11-018, BLM #CACA 31406

Dear 140.Ilallieanand Mr. I{umm,
a

On page ES-32 of the Draft Environmental Impaot Report,
mitigation fe euggeeted to help alleviate the cumulative
impact of EMF in reenrde to thie projeot. It eueeeete
ll~on~iderine a minimum eetback of 300 feet from the trane-
miesion line or eubetatione of any future occupied structure
on parcele croe~ed by the Propoeed Projeotll. Thie aereeable
setback would further reduoe property valuee, yot there is
no languago in tho DEIR that stoteo that tho property owner
would bo compensated for this. If the 300 foot setback ie
adopted, then Sierra Pacific should bo required to purchase
a 600 foot easement. Why ehould the property owner ehoulder
thie liability?

Please make cure to addroae the expaneion of the purchaeed
easement to 600 feet. J

Sincerely,

Ann B. Marks
P.O. BOX 1920
Alturae, CA 96101

Fhal EIWS, Novwber 1995
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LARRY D. SKINNER
820S Nohawk Lane
Rena, Nv. 89S06
JJ(702) 677-8221
0(702) 747-s010
fl(762) 747-0541

General Public
Comment Set 63

ur 22, J995

ImIE NALLIWIP~ !M
Cmtw

CIO A$wn &vIronaent al Group

30423 ~ ~, SUXE 218

Am l!l~. ~, 9130J

W APPLI~TIW No. 93-l J-0J8
BW case k. ~~-31406
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May 23, 1995

General Public
Comment Set 64

Julie Halligan/Peter Humm
CPUC/BLM
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St., Ste. 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

m: CmC ~. No. 93-11-018
BN*e # --31406

To Whom It May Concern:

Ye9terday I received a flyer from one of mv neiahborg with
more informa~ion concerning the power line fr~m Al~ura9 (“The
Sierra Pacific Power 345 Kilovolt Profit Corridor”). The firgt
Ewo paragraphs explain the nature and function of the would-be
9tructure9. The next two paragraph are, I believe, to induce
hysteria or mild fear. The fifth paragraph hag two lineg that
have the most impact to me: “A trangmlasion line carried by 130
ft. towers ia unwelcome to the ridge topg and vistag of Washoe
County and impacts the property va.tuegof thoge living within
their 9ite.” Amen!

Enclosed is photo of the view of the property from our back
yard. YOU may notice an abandoned mine to the left and a canyon
full of agpen trees to the right. Where the yellow meadow ends
and the sagebrugh beging ig roughly the area of the railroad

1
0fi:trackg that would run left to right, about 1“ UP, in thig photo.

I’m asguming that thig view would be blighted by Lransmiggion
lines. I algo believe that the land between the mountains and
the railroad trackg would be blighted algo. On thig land,
gtreamg run from the gnow melt from the mountains, and many
birds, rodentg, coyotes, reptileg and deer call thig mountain
meadow home. To think that (how many yearg of?) construction
would drive these animals away and mako tllo l~lIId eveJl

1
0;!i

inhospitable to humang ig very digtregsing. Enclo9ed also ig an
advertisement for a poster by R. Crumb; this poster came to mind
when I found out about the Alturas power line.

My huyband and I bought our geven acreg here in 190./. We
completed our houge in 1992. It wag like realizing a dream: to
live in the country, to have horseg (and a place to ride them!),

1

0$:
to take our children for hikeg in the nearby mountaing. And we

I

i

I

I

May 23, 1995

A9pen Environmental Group -2-
4

pay for all of these privileges gtill. We have no county
serviceg here. We clear the roadg ourgelveg in the winter. We
roll our garbage can a block down the gtreet go the garbage will
be collected. We have our own fire department. When we hike, we
pick Up garbage that many carelesg hikerg have left out on the
trails.

This is what the Alturas trangmiggion line meang to me:
Carele99 workerg traghing the countryside to benefit 1) A city
we get no 9ervice9 from, 2) A company only concerned about their
bottom line, 3) A city that ig growing too large, too fagt (HeY,
what do I get?). They gay Nevada is jugt a suburb of California.
Well, I moved here for a different experience! If I want to go
to the Eagt Bay Area, all I have to do is drive down South
Virginia Street in Reno. It’s all too close! I’m feeling
claustrophobic already!!!

My family needg the Nevada experience: getting on your
horse and riding to the canyons where the daer bed down, hiking
in the high country in the gpring to enjoy the wildflowers,
watching the agpeng go orange in the fall.

I think that SPP Co. ghould be more creative with their
plans, and gtay out of my back yard unlegs they’re checking the
meter (by the way, we experience 100t m.p.h. windg out beret so I
quegtion the practicality of thig project). I care too much
about my surroundings to only atresg out about it, which is the
purpose of this letter. Hopefully, the time will not come when
my neighborg and I stage a git-in between the railroad trackg and
Peavine mountain with placardg gaying “NO ALTURAS TRANSMISSION
LINE” and “SPP Co. OUT OF ANDERSON ACRES”.

cc: John Lundemo
Enclosure9

oGP.
64.3
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by R. Crumb

Powetiul Robati Crumb creation shows the meta-

morphosis of a virgin comer of land into a blem-
ish of urban blight, “What next?” Indeed! Our
most popular poster.
16 $/;’ X23 ~/;’

A SHORT HISTORY OF AMERICA
PSHORT ... .. ... ... ...... ..... .... .... ... .. .. . . .$8.00

~al EINS, NOvernber~ G- 177
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May ?, f 99S

General Public
Comment Set 65 ~Julie Hail lyan/Pu ter Nurnm

CPUC/EL H
C/O 4Ep QII EnvfroNmolltal Group

304;?3 ConWOod St., Suftu :’18

Ayoura Hills, calffornf~ 91301

AICuras Itjtertie, CPUCff93..ll-Ol8,8lMUCACa3l4O6.

0e49r Sirs,

TIIQ OE1l R identified a multi tudu of impacts. Negative

injpocts far outweigh positivs impacts. It iS I1OW obvious
thdt Uodoc Cout)ty uill be eeverly impacted. Tttese impacts
point to one cot)clusion. that being tltat tl)e Project sl)ould
IIot bf.built itt Modoc Coutlty (if it should be built at all).
Tlte OEIR doos not oddress tl)o fact tl).~t tho total impacts 011
Nodoc Coullty wili be excessively heavy. Tile visudl im~~dcts
alone oro utlmitig<]bls.

cordially.

%+ ~

K~~hY~ti~n

20.Bo~ ql~

@hti~, Cd. %[8/

1

0Fspi
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RECEIVED MAY301995

General Public
Comment Set 67

Hay 19, 1995

Dear Hs. Halligan and Mr. Mums,

This lotcer addresses the Al turas Intertie, CPUC #93-11 -018/8LM #CACA
31406. After reading the Draft Environmental Inpaot Report preparad by
Aspen Environmental, I found that tha affact of noise on uildllfe habitat was
not addrassed or ml tigated. For axarnple, in daer wintering areas during damp
winter weather, the line would emit crackling sounds which may detract from use
of browaa under, or near the lines. It nay also startla weakened daer to the
point of concern or provide background noise anough for deer to not adequately
detect predators. These poseibla of facta wara not studiad in tho DEIR. Please
Oake sure they are properly addraaaed.

Thereara toomany ‘unknown factors and factors that have not been addresaed
towarrant aonatruction of the project.

Thank YOU for your attention.

Sincerely,

(.<J@

fc. dox 743
ltiU?d<, CA. 7610 I

G- 180
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RECEIVEf) If.”// 3019$.

General Public .
Comment Set 68

I’m suroyou havorwiovcdmany10UIUon thepropod poworho h noItilRonoandI
bclicvcit ismore a ‘donsdeal’thunIcgg.1havothosamecmrccmgasothersbuttith a
Iwial.
My othw concernis rclafedto my hobbythat I staticalasan e~low scornin 1Y59. Yrnon
ornctcurradioopcmlorandmy shtio~~~J, k onho toppm ofSCncCaDr.wlluroU]o
poworho istho cloacat to tho hounm. I ham a tronrtidoua amount oftimo and n
oonsidcmbloanrounlofmoncy brvcatcdbrmy Ilobby.fltilo~iUICSOIklcg10thowestrmd

..nofihof my antennasWI notutopmy hobby, I nos~t it will dtiniah my ahitity to
commllrdcatc 10cotmticsin thesedkctiong. AlsoIooscandworn connectionsdttcto
poornrainlencnwor thutidlorontI@ windsin thii areaW ruinrwption in any
dlrcction.

Jurda 11010: “I WAS IWRB BEl~OIU,~ ~ l)O~R NS”
My sn~cnlionk to putthcge~ca ~rtl!cr wpthemomrtaln,perhapsin thevnllcy

buhindyow prcauntIocntiom11wmdd boOUIoffd viewmoslofUloway.

Ml EIWS, November 1995

0GP,
6%1
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RECEIVED MAY 301995

General Public
Comment Set 69

CPUCApplicnliortNo.93/11/018 B~ CaseN~ber CACA.31406

‘Julie Hnlli8ticler Numm
cPucBm
CIO*M fivironmenlal OrOup
3U23 CMwoodStreet,9uite218
~om Hille,CA91301

We wouldtikcto lintourconcernsaboultheAtlm6 Trmliasion fine Mjecl. Ourmain
concerninwiththevisualimpaclof WeIhe. Not ody theline iUclf, buttie ocwaleft fromthe
installationandmaintenanceof thelineonaverytlow healh deeertImdacepe.Aaseenaroundotier
Iincsin thearea,theyoreneverallowedto heal.Mmy of uswholive inHorimnHills considerUIC
!nchtlteredlandscapebetweenmuhomcnandPerwlnePe& tobe oneof ow ~eatest asnek.

Speokiwof auaets,wchavehcwdfromsomeof ourneid)borowho have theh lIounes for Ealc
Ihtt theyhavehadto towertheiraukimpricewhenil WEBIemed thatuWsmiasion line waugoing
Uuou~tthewca Atttlou&wewouldloveto stayinthemea,whatwiUttodaysjob climateyouneverturow
whenyoumayhnveto packw rmdmoveon me tioudlt of havingto seltourhouseata leuBthan
favorablepricebccawcof atr-nisuion litlc ianotexceptsble.

It is get]crallybetievedinthiscommtmilytint abetterro~e couldhavebeenchoosenfor this
line

W ALLSMCH
McHAL~m
HOW~ HAN9~
8195BLACWOOTWAY
WNO,W89S06.9119

.1
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RECEIVE[) IJAY 3 ~ 1905
General Public

Comment Set 72
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RI (,1.,IV1 !J 1~1(1 .! i) 1:1.;., General Public
Comment Set 75

NAY22, 1995
Chllslsnhus:

CPUCAPPLICATION11:93-11-018 2N SenecaDltia
BhlWE /1:CACA-31406 Reno,NV8950B

We’re wriCing to express our concerns over the Alturas Intertie
Project proposed placement at the foot of our subdlvlsion, Horizon
Hills,

Being a host to a Southern Pacific Wilroad yard packed with
transport cars filled with propane all winter long, we feel we’ve
fulfilled our obliga~ion to our C*CY’s needs. Smtimas in the
mcrnings our fellow citizen’s energy needs make us late for work, when
we get stopped by the train track separating our half of the subdivision
frm the rest of the paved \wrld.

We also question tha envlronmsntal impact statement. During a
tl.ti.C. I .D. meeting, S.P.P. representatives presenting the project, could
not answer questions on placement of the lines in close roximlty to 2
Golden ~gle nesting sites, ht could answer questions a~ut antelope
calvlng grounds.

tiother ns~ing question which everyone seems to be downplaying,
is the visual effect. Ia it wise to place such a high profile,
umttractive piece OEequl~ent along a scenic, fairly unclut~ered m jor
artery into our c~ty? A cmtity actively soliciting tourists to
drive down this artery to support our ecq. It seems to us, we
should be cleanlng our area up of unsightly thlnga, rather then adding
more, at this point in time. Peatine hea escaped the clutches of
Cranlte’s gravel pit and we surely would like to aee it escape another
scar which only could bee- worse with mre and Mgher voltage
transmission Lines passing from north to south.

(Itit also conccms us are the proposal benefiCs to our entire
c~ity. 1IA~re diversified power supply to back UP the RenO-spar~
area in case of a disaster that could cut a pwerline ad overtax the
system, ” Ifien questioned, S.P.P. representatives replied that mst of
this new power would be sold to mining interests ati what remains, to
new casinos and su~ivlsions. Benefits to currenc Ren&Sparks
residents it seems to us, ~uuld be a reduction in power outages, which
we have to put up with anyway, on n 10CULbasis.

Howcm there are no alternate routes? We’re told that there is
already a north to smth corridor to the east of ALturas. Where is the
proposed route to tie into thla corridor? Won’t this place the pwer
closer to it’s main users, and not in an area where htireds of
thousatie of people will see it everyday?

To sum this up, kep this thing out of our backyard. It wLIL
destroy the rural a~sphere that all the residents along the
proposed corridor now enjoy. Newdevelo~nt haa to pay for itself.

I
,

Why shouldwe be medeto pay for it,tithour lifestylesand pro~rty
value? ht themines,theSilverUgacy ad all thenewhousing
develo~nts pay to putit smwhere else,or hry it,insteadof

1
0GP.

7s-1
dqing something else in wr neighbrhd, just because it 1s the
cheapest thing to do.

If thisprojectdms go through,don’t depetion ourvotein the
nextelection,

0P12S Sm m:

~irmen, John Wendon
tingress}mn Mrbra Vucano&ch
Senator Mchard Bryan
Assembly W-I Joan Lambsrt
JuLie Helllgan
Stephan P. Younkin SPP~
NLke Reid SPP@
BillVan Brugann
kvernor bb NLILer
Senator Harry Reid
Senator Bill Raggio
@~m!.ssioner Joanne Boti
Peter Hunm
Roger Olack SPPCO
U.S. Fish & WLldlLfe

Wal EWS, November 1995
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2440 Seneca Dr.
Reno, Nv 89506-9111
t~ay 25, 1995

General Public
Comment Set 76

To whom it may concern:
We are writing concerning the Alturas Transmission

line project EIR/S CPUC application number (93-11-018) and the
BLM Case number (CACA-31406).

We feel it would be a grave mistake to bring this 345KV
power line through Long Valley and the Peavine Mountain region
for the following reaeons:
1) Major wildlife area; two Golden Eagle nests, one within
a hundred feet, the other less khan a quarter mile from the
center of the proposed line. A major deer feeding and migration
area. Th:h:::is, the line;o~;~ing, and the wind whistling10::through structures greatly disturb the animals
throughout the area. We will gladly take any one of you on
a tour of these areas.
2) According to the earthquake fault map, there are several
major and minor earthquake faults in these areas. These faults ]0:$5could cause ecological disasters if they were ever to topple
any of these structures.
3) The forest service saved the north side of Peavine mountain
from becoming a gravel pit only to now consider it becoming
a major power line corridor. This area iS winter deer feeding

1
0Erjgrounds, and visually a wonderful scenic view If this Power

line is allowed, several more would be allowed beside it. What
is wrong with this picture???

d

4) We realize, there will always be progrese. But, we bought
our home out here with the understanding that our backyard was
Forest Service property, wild and natural, beautiful to look
at, and deligh~ful to behold. The power lines and structures
with their EMF’ humming and whistling, would destroy the reasons
we moved here as well as our property values. we are native
Nevadans born and raised in Reno (Joy and Jay. DOn moved here
in 1973). We know about progress but we love our open lands.
S) The power company’s own engineers stated there is no need
for the 345KV line only perhaps a 120KV line into the Truckee
Meadows area. They also stated that the existing north south
power line corridor could be successfully used to transport
the 345KV line, then north of town a 120KV line brought to
the Reno area and the rest of the power diverted to the mining
industries east of the Truckee Meadows. The MAJOR reason for
this entire project.

Its amazing how the government encourages us to find
alternate sources of energy. There are Gco-thermal operations
which have created power successfully in this area. They have
been told their contracts may not be renewed, or payments,
greatly reduced because of this project.

Furthermore, it is incredible how proper notification of
property owners has been shrugged off by saying, Oh well, I
guess we tried. This is inexcusable! The bureaucrats must not
be allowed to step on the general public, we can be heard and
speak for all of the silent people and the wildlife who are

-

unable to speak for themselves, we should all be seen and heard.to%:;

Copies: Julie Halligan CPUC
Peter Humm BLM
Governor Bob Miller
Senator Harry Reid
Senator Richard Bryan
Senator Bill Raggio
Congresswoman Barbara Vucanovich
Chairman John Mendoza
Assembly Woman Joan Lambert
Commissioner Joanne Bond
stephan P. Younkin SPPCO
Roger Olack SPPCO
Mike Reid SPPCO
Bill Van Brugann USFS
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Reno Field Station

~- lgo
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RECEIVED IJAY 3 11995 General Public
Comment Set 77

May 25,1995

.rO whomit may conccm;

Let this Icl[crserveasnoliccIltntWC,thermdcrsigrrcd,vckcmcntlyopposetkc constructionand
implcmcrrtntionof theproposedIowcrsto carrypoweracrossIke valley. Tkc proposedlocation
of tkc towerscomeswithin 1400 feetof theedgeof ourproperty. Not only will the towers
complclclydcslroymrdcomlpt thenaturalbenutyofthc nrcn,nddilionnllyrcccntslndicssuggest
kcnkllhnmrdsin rclntionshipto tkc powerIincswhichtheysupport, Frrrthcrmorc,thetowers
witt intcrfcrcwith the presentunspoiledview ncrossthisscenicnrcn.

This ign blntnrrl rnpc nndobtitcrntionof a nnlurnthrndscapcnndis with no doubtoncof the most
disgustingnndupscllingdcvclopnrcn[sto ever tnkcplnccin thefifiy ptusycnrsthntwc havebeen
kmdowncrsin thisnrcn, Wc slrongly opposetkc instrdtntionof thetowersanddcmnndtkat you
reconsider.Wc furtt!crsuggcslttnrt~ optionsmustbccxptorcdbeforennyinslrdlnlionof this
type bc considcrcdl 1

l,CIit bc mndcctcnr thnl wc witt not give UPouroppositionuntil thisridicntouswrmton
destructionofonr environmentis nbandoncd,

~al EIWS, November 1995
G-191
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May 25, 1995 Comment Set 78

:&. J&c l{~gan - C&60h)h Pub&c ~& cotib~oll

:h. P&a thonm- Btieau 06 Land Managmti
cfo Abpetz&nv&onnteti Ghoup
30423CatuwodSt, H218
AgouhaH&tCd 91301

RE$ FOR~lALPROTESTOF TNEALTURAS345KVPOtiERLINE
CPUCApptiction Numbm 93-11-018 and 8LU cube No. CACA-31 406

FROhl: !h. 6 Ah. Sev4n adda
2470 Seneca Oh.
Ralo, NV 89506-9111

I

z

I

I

I

Wkenwe ~ckabed oti woptiy Iouh korne A now @d
A: ~ti] we toved and bW Zoue Ike Zoction and U6cb~yle 06
tlotizon Nm.

We b~llC@y kOpe you & Cotlbtiti ~he phopobed &~tivti
to Ike wetk hotitg ptit.

2410 Seneca Vh.
Reno, NV89506

cc:
J okn Mcndoza

Neuada Pubtic Smulce COdbhll

GouChnoh 8ob t~a

Scoti Nebebhy
Thuckee Meadolw Regional Ptinttilg Agency

Rogti Ohch - SPPCO
S~evtn Younltitl - SPPCO
hKke R&d - SPPCO

U. S. Fhk and WZti6e
Ret10Fidd Stion

Sendol Hmy

Conghebbwoman

Adbanbtywoman

Rti

8ahbaha VucanovLck

Joan Lambti

Lod Whe - Ctizenb 1J Cottiee
Jan Louman - 8’ “
Waadoe”Co. P&nlttng Commtibion
- OevUopmetk Rev~au

f/otilI Wtiey Ctizen Adv~oky 8d.
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General Public . . “— >-

Comment Set 79 .“>’:~’< ~~: ~_

NAY?fi. I,7V5

.

—. /
HORIZON HILM

GENERAL I~IPROVE&lENT DISTRICT
.Il) f i~it. Ju1 lI; 11,111.iIJcIn-C.11 i l!Jrllia PIIblic Iltili I:iws CrIIIIPI.

Mr. P(:ter NIIrIrI-DureaII of L,a~ld Manager)ent
Po Box Wol

RENO. NEVADA 89SW

c/o ASFHII Evirnwrlenkc}l GroLIIl PIIONE 17028b17.1174

30423 (:ilnwulld St. #2111
Aql)lll-tl Ili J.l.s, l:A Y~..$ul

F~(lJM: Dorothy 0. anti Patti N. Rt!i tfich~leider

12-y UaI- fil?siduilts (Ih]r]enwners)
Horizon HillG fJistri!:t
(24:30 Haida Uuurti

Reno, Nev;idr) t17f10A)

fllll{.lEc’r: f>~ll,~~~f ~ [IF ALIIJRAS 345 KV POWER LINE INSTALLATION
A1)JACENr T(J llURIZtlN }{ILLS COMMUNITY--CFUC APPLICATION
$953-11-WIII & HI-MCASE #CACA-31406

WN qewerally concl~r with 5Pecifics of Horizon Hills General
Ir)f8rnvr)~)(?nt Distrir:t*% forr)al protellt of Oltllras 345 Nv power

~jlle.

In alldit:jclll:

(1) i.(lll(J.., ttll-W I)l!<ll.l. h {?ff~cts of l(]w-f~-cr{l((+rlcy--,high
transr]issicln ra(liation exposwre are nnt known.

~al EIWS, November 199S

May 10, 1995

Ms. Julie Halligan - California Public Utilities Commission
Mr. Peter Humm - Sureau of Land Management
c/o Aspen Environmental Group

30423 Canwood St. 1121a

Rgoura Hills, CA 91301

RE: FORMRL PROTEST OF THE ALTUR9S 345KV POWERLINE
CPUC Application Number 93-11-OIE and ELM Case Number CACA-31406

Oear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm!

We are writing today on behalf of the Horizon Hills General
Improvement District and the residents and property owners that we
represent to issue a formal protest of the planned routing of the

Alturas 345KV powerllne a5 we feel we will be greatly impacted by

thi5 routing decision. We are surpri5ed and greatly disturbed at
th,e lack of alternative routes Fresented in the ElS/R,

Horizon Hills is an isolated and unique community located on the

eastern slope of Peavine Mountain, west of old U.S. 399. This
development has been here for over 30 years, and consists of 165

1/2 acre lots and approximately 400 residents. To our utter
dismay, we have only recently found out that Sierra Pacific and the

CPUC plan to route the Alturas 345KV powerline directly in our
‘backyard. and on the eastern flank of Peavine Mountain. The
powerline will come within 2000 ft. of our community water tank,
within 2500. ft. of several residence, and will substantially
impact the aesthetic and recreational aspects On the Forest Service
land directly behind us.

We wish to issue formal protest on the following specific grounds:

1) As a point of issue, we, Horizon Hills General Improvement

Oistrict, a quasi-municipality corporation, were never informed of

the potential impact to our community or of the direct proximity of

the project to our community 5ince the inception of this project.
We only found out’ through hearsay, with the first public hearings

in March, even though the proposed line comes within 2000 ft. of

our water tank. This is simply not acceptable and we feel

1
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deceived.

2) As a result of the two public hearings in March and April, many
Of our residents have qOtten i“volyed, attended the meetings, and
are expressing anger, distrust, and” concern over the propo5ed
routing of the powerlfne, for the following reasons,

a) Everyone who has purchased property in the Horizon Hills General
improvement District did so beca”ge Of the rural a“d aesthetic
aspects of the location, knowing full well that we were bordered to

the south and west by Forest Service land. Peavine Mountain,

particularly the area behind Horizon Hills, is a pristine wildland

environment, whose integrity would, be compromised, aesthetically

and recreationally by the magnitude of a 345KV powerline.

h) Additionally, there is concern about the impact to property
values if a project of this magnitude goes through as it will be

clearly visible from every home in the District, We feel that as
a small community of moderate means, we cannot absorb the impact of
this project without severe and long term loss.

c) Our residents are concerned about the invasion of our
lifestyles, the invasion of our peace and quiet, by having 345KV
lines whi9tling in the wind. Winds in the area generally come from
the .SW and are commonly and regularly above SO mph and often over
100 mph.

d) We are concerned greatly for the integrity of the mountain

itself and for future land use appropriations should this powerline
go through, If the Forest Service allows for a corridor, the land
would be compromised ag recreational use and could lead to future

give-sways by the Forest Service.

e) Re! the recreational impact: Peavine Mountain is fast becoming

a major recreational use area for hikers, mountain bikers, hunters,
and off-road vehicle users from the nearby Reno urban area, as well

as for the re9idents of Horizon Hills. Two major points of acce55
to Peavine Mountain are through Horizon Hills: at the end of
Seneca and on Kiowa. Many people access thi5 area to 5pend time at
two stock ponds on the lower flank of the mountain. The center
line of the powerline will span the riparian/creek environment just
above the first pond. Additionally, this particular span passes
within 100 ft. of an active Golden Eagle nest which has a breeding
pair producing 1-2 fledglings per year for the past several years.
Thi5 close proximity to the riparian zone and to the eagle nest is
simply not acceptable. also, the foothills area under the proposed
powerline is a significant breeding territory for Meadowlarks, who
return each year in April in large number9.

f; Although at some distance
there ig still significant
impacts to our neighborhood

from our

concern

through

2

home9 (approximately Z300.),
about the potential health
the ENF generated by such a

..

I

I
I

I

high voltage line. And even if the proximity to homes is not that
great, persons recreating in the area will be impacted by EMFS
regularly every time they walk under the lines, ride their horses.
and in general pass throug-h the area.

Additionally, we understand that ‘noise along the transmission line
during operations would be produced by corona discharge in wet
weather. “ Horizon Hills, at an elevation of 5500’, often has more

. . wet weather than Reno, who9e elevation is 4500” . We have heard
that the noise from a 345KV line may be a9 much as 40 decibels.

9) Also, we have concerns about interference that this magnitude of
current might have with radio ,and television reception and any
other signals which come over the mountain from Reno,

Additionally, we are concerned about potential air/space impacts.
We would like to note that the Washoe Medical and St. Mary.9 Care
Flights route to the North Valley’s and north to Susanville, is
directly over the proposed transmi99ion line, Also, in the pa9t,
emergency fire fighting planes and helicopters take off from the
Stead airport facility and fly directly over Horizon Hills and over
the proposed transmission line at very low elevations.

h) Finally, the visual impact which this project will have on the
residents of Horizon Hil19 cannot be mitigated. Our lifestyle, our
homes, our peace of mind, our spiritual connectedness to the
mountain will forever be destroyed by the intrusion of this 345KV
power line in our backyard.

The lines visual prominence as a foreground feature along US 395
from Bordertown to Horizon Hil19 would degrade the 9cenic quality
of this major travel corridor, which has been officially designated

i as a scenic route,

We believe that the visual impact of this project, as well a9 other
impacts, should be given equal weight with cost considerations.
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PART G. COMMENTS

MAY 27,1995

RE:CPUCAPPLICATIONJJ93.I1.018
BLMCASE//CACA31406

TO:JULIEtlALLIOANANDI’ETERHUMM

General Public
Comment Set 82

lttAVEBEENAtiOMBO\VNERlNHORIZONNILLSFOR15YEARS.IBOUOHTTHEHOUSE
UECAUSEOFTHELOCATION.THEPROPOSEOALTUMS TRANSMISSIONLINEPROJECT
WILLDESTROYTHENATURALDt3AUTVOFTHEOPENARJJAASWLL ASDEVALUEOUR
PROIIERTY,IHAVEDEENtNAREASwrrltSIMILARrowERLINEsANDTilENOISEIltATis
CREATEDISAMAJORCONCERNASWELLASTltEtlEALTllRISK.

IDO NOT WANT TO SEE THIS AREA USED FOR THE PROPOSED
LINE PROJECT. PLEASE SEEK AN ALTERNATE SITE,

SINCtRtULY,

/
‘.,LLU (d ~7bL i.ti

. SUSANMCCLAIN
824SCIHPPEWAAVB
RJINO,NV 89506

Ftil EIWS, November 1995
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RI:(;EIV1:[) ~11~1O I l!]g~ General Public
Comment Set 83

Re.GFU~Appliualiun #03-11-018
BLM Case# CACA-31406.

Dear Julie Halligan/Peter Humrn,
I am writing to express my concerns over the Alturas Powerline

Project, I am very upset that this project came to light in our
neighborhood at such a late date, and so few alternatives were offered.
I can lookout my front window and scc the beauty of Peavine, and

this is part of the reason I bought my house. This powerline would cut
across the mountain like a huge scar. I can only imagine what this
would do to my property values. How would you like to look out your
front windowandsee this,or try to sell your property with this thing in
your frontyard? My wife and I go horseback riding in those hills on the
weekends, and there are always lots of people up there enjoying
themselves, I’m afraid this would really spoil the whole experience.
I realize that [he power needs of a growing community need to be

met, however I do not believe it should beat the expense of current
residents and property ownersl

Sincerely,.
Doug Hammerson
2210 Pawnee Way
Reno, NV.89506
702-972-6757

G- 198
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PART G. COMME~S

Ifl...cI.fi1, 11;;1III !:!.,.,

MEMORANDUM

To: Mr. Peter Humm
Burear ot Land Management
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 CanWood St. #218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

GeneralPublic
CommentSet85

FROM: Jack and Jennifer Rhodes
8425 Mohawk Ln-Horizon Hills
Reno, NV 89506

DATE: Hay 29, 1995

SUBT: ALTURAS 345N TRAWSHISSION LINES
CPUC APPLICATION NUNBER 93-11-018 AND BLN CASE NUWBER
CACA-31406

*********A**h**h****h**** *********+******&***********************

We are residents ot Horizon Hills and situated in Horizon Hills
to have a tine view of PeaVine Mountain, the came view that you
are currently propoeing to obetruct with a 345KV powerline. We
have a wondertul unique placement on the elope of Peavine, cloee
to Reno yek far enough away to be above the emog line with views
to rival those living on the elopes of Mt. Roee. The property
values have eteadily climbed as more and more people have
lldi8Coveredll~{oriz~nHills. We aleo have the benefit of a
community well that we currently run with a General Improvement
District. Your propoeed route will come within 2000 ft. of this
community well. Meny residents of Horizon Hills, including ue,
are horse owners and ride regularly behind Horizon Hills on
Peavine, croseing and recrossing the ‘Iproposedtlcorridor. We
regularly take our children to fish and bird watch at the two
stock ponds located nearby. The same ones that are located on
your corridor. DUring high fire yeere as theY have all been
lately, sky cranee have frequently used these same ponds to till
up their buckets to drop on nearby fires. This will no.longer be
possible with a powerline so near. This came corridor 1S the
current tlight route tor the emergency care flights for Waehoe
Medical and St. Mary’s Hospital.

sierra l~acitic power company, in it’s ‘lmonopoly”view, did not
see tit to inform us of it’s intent to impact our community with
the corridor’e proximity to us, until it came out at public
meetings in March and April, although it was quick to deny
running gas lines into Horizon Hills as being not “economically
teaeiblelt.

Make no mistake, we are concerned and unhappy to be deceived. We
A

are anxious about the impact on property values, visual
hindrance, the EMFS potential barn, the transmission line Itnoiselt
which has been known to spook animals, the interference with
radio and television reception, the air/space impact, and the
access to Peavine Mountain which would compromise it~s
recreational use.

n
CP.
8s.1

While we recognize that there is an ever increasing need for more
power, we do not recognize the necessity to directly impact
populated areas with unnecessary corridore. Since we the power
consumers will end up paying for this powerline anyway, we’d
rather bury the lines which go by populated areae, or follow the
currently in use corridor. Pleaee do not adversely impact J-Nevads’s residents.

Jack and Jenniter Rhodes

oGP.85-1

Fhal EIWS, November 1995
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R[iNO,NV.895U6

JIJJ,lEHALLJGAN/PETGRHUMM “
(YOASPENENVIRONMENTfiOROUP
30423CANWGGD ~ffET,SUllE218
AGOIJRAHILLS,CA.91301

IAM WRilJNGTIIJSLEITERASACONCERNEDRKSIDENTOFHORISONHJLLSSUUIIIVISIGN
ANDANATfVSNEVADAN. ‘
1MOVEDIONOR~N HILLSAPROX.SEVENYEARSAGOJJECAUSROFTHEBEAUrYOF
IIIEIRLI,S,THE~UISTRELAXEDATMOSPHERE,THEACCBSSIUOPENLANDAND\VlLf3LlI:E.
DURINOTf{ISTJMJJMY GRANDAUGl~RS,ANDNOW MY (;MNDSONS HAV8WALKEDTHB
IIILLSTOTHEPONDS.WE’VESEENDEERQUAIL,COYOTESAND~UK WILDLIFE.NOWTJIE
IIOJVERCOMPANYD~C[DEs~TAKE ALI,oFmllSAWAY FROMUS,
IIIAVELIVEDINNEVAI)AALLOFMY LIFEAND HAVEWATCHEDTIIESESCARSl’U~ON
OURl;OUNTRY.TfIENWIIENT}lUYWANTANOI1lERONEIIH;YDON’TEV1!NCONSII)J;I1
I:OLI.OWINUTJIEOLDLINETHEYJIJSTMAKEMAKEANEW SCAR.
MY CONCERNSWrlll“1111SMONSTROSrYYTflEPOWEktOMPANY’nlkEA~NSUSW~lll
WILLUPSGTIIIEWliOLEREASONFORLIVINGlNTHJSSBMI.SECLUDEDSUBDIVISION.lHE
WILl)Lll:EWILLDEDRIVGNAWAY,THGDEAUrYWILI,BEGONEI:OREVGLPROPRRTY
VALUESWILLNEVERRECOWR,EMPISDEPfNfTKl,Y~DECONSIDEREDANDTHGNOISE
MUSTDECONSIDERED.
TJIKK~ARffALTGRNATJJROl~SllIATALREADYltAVELINES’rffATCOULDGE
CONSIDERED,WHY MUSTJTCOMESOCLOSE~ ACOMMUNJTYOFPfKJPLETHNrARG.
HRREW)On AWAY FROMTffISTVPEOFlNTRUStON.
111SFA(:rSHOIJLDAI,SOBK(CONSIDEREDTHATHl~DRGDSOFPEOPLEPROMLEMON
VALLEY,GOLDUNVALLffY,STEAD,ANDSURROUNDINGAREA’SGO fN~THISTOTARGhT
PRALTICGMAKINGTHJSLINEDANGEROUS.
TflANKYOUFORTJMEANDCONSIDERATION.

R(lRGIVf’E.WINCHGLI,

wdu

.

. .
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PART G. COMMENTS

General Public
Comment Set 90

May 301995

Julie Halligan/Peter Humm
CPUCmLM, c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St., Suite 218
Agoura Hills, Calif
91301

Dear Sir and Madam:

I wish to protest the Long Valley route for the Alturas transmission line project.
Long Valley is a naturaf treasure and should be spared the abomination of a
transmission line. NIMBYism is appropriate in this mse when the backyard is such an

10
CP.
90.1

relativelyunspoiledbaauly.Ifa transmissionlineisnecessa~atall,andmany people
are far from convinced, let them run the sucker through the Smoke Creek desert.

Thank you for your consideration of my protest.

Richard Cook
10235 White Owl Dr.
Reno, NV 89506

Fhal EIWS, November 1995
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Julie Halligan/Peter Humm
CPUC/BLM
c/o AsDen Environmental GrouP

General Public
Comment Set 91

30423 ~anwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills
CA 91301

5/27/95

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm,
I am sendina this letter in reqards to CPUC

Application Nti”er (93-11-018) and-BLM Case Number
(CACA-31406). I live withmy family in Long Valley
California where the line is passing through. Please
do not allow the line to go through this beautiful
valley, my home. I understand there are other places
to put this line which already have electrical towers.

Plea9e address these concerns and do not allow
Sierra Pacific to force this project through which
will only take from and not benefit ug.

Sincerely,

&Q,8qd
Roy Bogart

Doyle, California

oGP.91-1

G-21o
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General Public
Comment Set 92

Ken Bogart
1503 E 2rrd
Rcno, NV 89502
Muy 29,95

Julie Halligun/Peter Humm
CPUC/Bl.M
c/o Aspen Environmental Gruup
3w23 Cml\vood Street, Suite218
Agnura liills
CA 91301

I)cnr Ms. I Inlligm] und Mr. Humm,

1 have properly in I,ong Valley in Ivhich CPtlC Application Number
(93- 11-O18) nnci l]I,M C:ISC Numl]cr (CACA-3 1406) area propos:ll IU
corrslrucl a po\vcr [inc.

I lIuve strung uhjcclinns I() [his Iinc going through 1.nng Vullcy m uII.
1[ tvould destroy IIIC chamctcr and scenic vaiuc of Long Valley in our Iifc
Iimc and for fulurc generations.

I underslaml Ihcrc urc alrcudy cxisling corridors \vllich COIII(I hc
ustd \vilhout destroying n prislinc urea. Also, lIIc rcrrl need for Ibis Iinc IIUS
IIOl IIUCII :I(lc(Iunlclystlo\vn.

$inccylyyours.

Fhal EIWS, November 1995

0cr.
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RECEIVED JU~t O ~ 1995
General Public

Comment Set 95

tlay eclttl , 1Y9S

RE : GltllrasIntel-tie,CPIIC1193..11.-1:1111,131.11IICACA31~lcl&
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RIZCEIVED JUN O ~ 1995
—

CalhyS.Endo,M.D.

FatilyhltiicuneCm!tt
Hay 31, 1995

Jul 10 llnlllgan/Petar NW
cPuc/nw
c/o Aspan Environmental Group
30623 Canwood Street #218
Aeoura Nina, CA 91301

Vepatlmenl of ra!nny and Commtanllyh!edi(lnt
Urighmt!Budfing/316
Rcno,NotIdda89557.WW6

(702)7w.1533 @

RS:Forml protocstof thofituras345~ TrnnamissfonLino General Public
CPUC Application//93-11-018,BLNCaso//CACA-31406 Comment Set 96

Dear Ms. llnllig4n 4nd Mr, Mumm:

I 4m writing today 4s ~ resident of Norlzon Nills, 4n isolated comunfty on
tho eastern side of Ponvlno Mountoin, to formally objoct to tha proposad
routing of tko Altur4s 345KV poworllne, which would p4ss loss th4n 2500 foot
from this comunlty, Norizon 11111s is in n harnh, windy loc4tion that 1, lika
other rogidonts, am willing to tolerato in return for tha prfv4cy 4nd bonuty
of forod by suck an area so near to tho urb4n contor of Reno. Tho poworl lne
project would surely destroy these qunliti4e.

Docaueo I live in Norizon Nills, I 4m of courso very concerned about tho
severo impacts that this projoct will I1OVOon tho local onvironmont of Ponvino
MountaLn, on property valuee and quality of living dua to unsightllnoaa and
noiso pollution in Norizon Nina, nnd on recroationnl uao of the foothills in
which our comunlty ia located, But bocauso I am also a physician with tho
F4mIly and Comunity Hedicine clinic at tho Unlverslty of Novnd4, I c4n speak
with aomo authority about a moro ganornl concorn - thet rooent roaearck
otrrrngly indicates that the electromagnetic fiolde (EMP) aseociatad with such
trnnernlaaion llnoa constitute a health hazard. EHFa havo been shown to
correlato with incre4sod risk of certain typos of cancora and to interforo
with the operation of cardiac pncemekors. Thus, to routo this poworllne ao
near to our community and in the Poavino Mountain area, which provides a ❑ajor
recreational get-aw4y for the ontiro Rocsoarea, is surely a public health
rick,

I understand tknt tho Enviromontal Impoct Statomont written for tho poworlino
project includes a glaring 14ck of nltern4tlvo propoaod routoe in epito of tho
f4ctthat reasonable al ternatlves exist that would have laas impnct on fewar
people. I respectfully urgo that, if tho poworline ia abaolutoly necoasnry,
tho proposed route acrosa the Poavino foothills bo discarded in fovor of such
an alternative routo. .

Slncorely,

CaLhy S: Endo, M.D.
Oepartmont of Family & Community Medicine
Brighom Building/316
University of Nevada
Rono, Nevada 89557-0046

Wal EIWS, November 1995
G-215



JUNE I , 1992

FROM: Ruth H. HART FORMALPROTEST
2428 MaIda Courl
Rcno, Nevada 8g506 .
TEL: (702) g7z-1561 General Public

Comment Set 97
TO : Jut Ie NALLIGAN/Peler HUMM.

CPUC/BLH
2 Aspen Envlronmcnlal Group
30423 Canwood Street, Sul LC 218
Agoura Itllls, CA 91301

SUBJECT: ALTURAS INTERTIE LINE
CPUC Application No. 93-11-018
ELM Case Number CACA-31406

Ocar Sirs:

I dm a 31 year property owner In NORIZON WILLS GENERAL IMPROVEMENTOISTRICT
and I am wrl t Ing to PROTEST In lhe slrongesl terms lho current proposed
route of the ALTURAS Transmission Line 10 Rcno.

When I purchased my property In 1964 , several things were lhc dccldlng factors
before I botiqhl here. (1) Thai this OISTRICT abbuted ELM land (which has since
been swapped with the U.S. ‘Forestry Service) , which meanl thal the land behind
us would remain In Its prisllnc, undeveloped condltlon, . and (2) My famllles
view of PEAVINE HOUNTAIN wotIld alsu remain unobstructed. Roth factors lhat
contribute to my peace and mental health. (This Is a VERY IHPORTANT condltlon
for me, personal Iyl) .
.. . . . ,. ..,. ,,, —— . . . .
~3). I dfll~lSO VCrY COnCCrneO dbOUL lIICrol lowlng negdlive iMpdCtS. [Into lcrdblej.

a. My properly value WI I I decrease 10 a point lhal I cannel recoltp the
currenl value of my home and proporly. Aru lhe currenl merging parlles (Sierra
Pacl f Ic Power Company WI th Washington Waler Power) prepared 10 buy out damaged
properly owners?

b. Ruinallon of the visual beauly of Peavinc Hounlain.
c. OIslurbance of cllrrenl wlldl Ife INCLUOING a pair of nesllttg EAGLES whose

nest Is wlthln 100 feel of the proposed route.
d. NOISC Impacl, as winds have reached 90 Mptl at lhls altitude. and 50MpH

Is HOT uncommon.
e, Rescue and fire impediments.
f. Possible heallh risks from EMF’s .
d. Loss of recreatlondl tlse of lhe foothl I Is

1 00 NOT bel I eve this magnl tued of power Is necessary for lhe electrical needs of
Lhe people of Reno/Spdrks drea, but Instead I t WI 11 provide themeansforeconomic
strenth and HAJOR financial gain for Sierra Pacific to sell Its commodities 10

_ future purchasing entllles.

In closing, I am begging YOII10 abandon the current proposed route Lhru Long Val Icy,
Boardertown, %ehlnd my home In NORIZON HILLS etc., and USE exlsllng corridors.

Sincerely.

RUTH H. HART. property owner

cc: Washoe Co. Plannlng Co.mmlsslon
Assembly~mman Joan Lambert
Washoe CounLy Co=missloners
Lori Burke - Cltlzen’s Comittee

Governor Bob HI I i er
Joh nHendoza, Nv Publ Ic Service C0n31SS10n
scott NebeskY Truckee Meadows Pre. ?lannln9 Ag.
Bi I I VanBruqann,US. Forest Service (Tolybe)
U.S.Fish & Wlldllfe (Reno Field Station)
Sen. Harry Reid

G-216
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May 24, 1995

Attention: Julie Hall iqan, Peter Humm

Subject:

Dear Ms.

CPUC/BLM -
fispen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St., Suite 218
Rgoura Hills, Calif. 91301

Alturas lntertie
CPUC 1193-11-C)lB
BLM IICACA 31406

Hall igan and Mr. Humm,

GeneralPublic
CommentSet98”

This statement is taken out of the environmental impact report;
,,Where feasible, avoidance of significant res0urce5 by Project d@si9n
is the preferred option, because by avoiding resources no significant
impact would result.” Whjle this statement was made in reference to
cultural impacts, the same holds true for all concerned resources.
The environmental report makes no attempt to do this. The public
and government agencies have identified specific concerns and areas
that they consider to be sensitive. Certain of these areas can be
avoided (for e:{ample the north end of Daggert Canyon and the area of
the Infernal Caverns), but the attempt has not been made.

Even though the line does not cross the Infernal Caverns djrect-
ly, it does impact the area visually and can be better realigned to
avoid this impact.

Coming near or crossing over the relatively deep head of Daggert
Canyon and skyling ridges and predominant features as the ljne makes
it’n way around the canyon is heavily opposed by the government and
people, and they have voiced this. Crossing the Pit River meadow
land at it’s widest part has also been opposed as it creates too
many impacts. Yet there continues to be no attempt to avoid these
areas.

The public, government agencies and the environmental report
have identified certain areas that are sensitive. NOW is the tjme
to find ways to avoid them (not one year ago, before sensitive areas
were completely Identified). Please make sure to address this.

.
Thank you,

WI EIWS, Novaber 1995
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RECEIVED JUNO5 lgg5

Jul ie Hal 1 lgan/Peter Humm
CPUC/BLM
C/O Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Can~~nod St. , Suite 216
ngoura Hills, CA 91301

General Public.
Comment Set 99

RE: Alturas lntortie, cPUC 1193-1!-018, BLM HCACA31406

Oear Ms. Hal 1 Igan & Hr.. Humm,
.

Iletlando associated WI th seasonal etreams and vernal pooln vdere not properly
addressed in the DEIR. They could not have been, as the 5tudies done in the
DEIR were donQ at the end of o seven year drought. The only other wny to gather
Information t+ould be to look at previous studieu that vlero dono over seven yearg
ago, and I 5ee no evidence that this v1n5done in regard5 to these vjetlands and
doubt that sufficient studies are even avai lable. In this unique, semi-arid
part af our state, the5e wetlands arm critical. During periods of repeated v~et
years, these areas hold moi5ture for long and critical periods of time. Due to
thQ shall ovl, fragile nature of these areas, ovon a minor impact (such as off
road r.Jts from vehicles) can total lY destroy thorn.

The nothorn portion of Segment A !a a good @xampla of how thosQ \.8etlnnd5 are
being total ly overlooked. In thm first few miles of the Project, it CroGsQs
several dra I nagos ond vernal areas. Rock Creak is crossed in two placon and
yot those stream cromsingm are total lY Ignored in the DEIR. The fact that wat-
Ionds may not hold water above the surface year round is no reason to dismi65
them 8s being inoignific”ant. In an arid nron, such an this, life evolved from
and rovolvos around tranniont pockets of moisture. It may not be ev!dent during
dry years, but it cortalnly 1s important in this high dcoert area. In the base
of Daggert Canyon, Rock Creek widens and spreads out through large bouldwrs
prox, iding 5holter and held noisturo for a voriety of plnnt5 ond animals. Any
upstream activities could heavl IY }mpact dot~nstream &:etlands. If upstream
drainages are changed, dottnstream 611 ting of shal low, fragile areas could occur
when seasonal runoff %appOnS. .

The DEIR does no% take into conaidcration the Sem:-arid naturo of the Modoc
Plateau, the uniquene55 Of the sltuntion and the importance of traneient wet-
lands and 6ea50nal variations. It 16 a poorly written document that does not
addr Q6a near the impacts that would occur =s the result of thic Pro Ject.

Sinccrclv. .-

Pp&h~ lU w
Tom t Lynda Br imme
MC 4, 9ox 42522
Alturas, CA 96101
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May 30,1995

General Public
Comment Set 100

. Ms, Jdic HdtigmCaHforrsia PublicUtilitiesCommission
Mr.Pekr Huamr-DurMuof LandManagement
C/O AspenEnvlronmcnMGroup
3M23 CmrwccrfSweet, W18
Agoura11111s,CA 91301

RR FORMALPRO~STOF~m ALTURAS345KVPOW~ Ll~
CPUC Appll~Uon Number93-11-018rmdBLMCcscNumkrCACA.3140d

DunsMs. HulllgnnrsndMr. Humm:

ThisIs lcacr rcprolcslpullhrg Um Almras 435KVTmrcsmissionLine behindmy homein HodzonMlls In
Rcno,Nevada.

I cmfudouswc neverhadtic courresyof a IctlcrfromSlcrmPnclffcPowerCompany,orrmyoncdhcctly
conncc[cdWIUIhis. My husbandandI neverhccrdof It unUlticrc wcsa CountyCommlsslonersmccUng10lf~lin LcrmnonVsdlcyonApdl12,1995.I’m sUIIMtig tod[ffcrcmpeoplewhc Ilvc al Wlclgh HclghK
nodUmyImvcnottin Informed. d

II angcramotial SlcrmPaelflccanbesodlous In Ulclrregardof I]oarcowncrchstic NorUJVnllcys, 1
rcdlzc mostof tic hcmcsarcnotm cxpcmlvcasUIConesIn SpcrdshSp*gs, bulwc workhardtopayfor
ou~homesandwc wducticm asmuchm tic pccplch SpanishSpdngs, 1m
Wllh rdl*C opcanrcnIn Ncvn&I,why Isn’1ancticr roulcchosen?Why IsmmconeIn Cot f$~da making

klifmtylcs,

J

w

decisionsforusin Ncvnda?WIIY IScvc~oncsoImcntonruiningourpropcflyvafucsand
ArcYOUplsnrdngm paytic dlffcrcncch my propcnywhenU)cvduc goesdownbemuseof tic
TransmlsslonLlnc?

SlcrrnPnclffcsaysII hasouthccnpmvcnUmlDMFs arcn lIc:dUIhwnrd.Dm Ihcynlsocmmmsnyfor
100%UmlUICYnrcn’t. 10Ift3
I getcxucmclyncrvnusIlvlng hi lcwrr,sowc mnvti 101110cuumvwhereit ISmuchIIulclcro! IIlglIl wllcll
I needII qulct. So, If UleUncsarchucsrmhrgandb10Wln8In tic blghwindswc getin ourarea,srcYOU
sellingmchat 1mustCIOSCcfl my windowssoI m’t heartic nolsc,hcccusc1komo cxrrcmclynervous ]01$;2
whenthereIs IOIScf nclsca! nightcadf can’tSIWP.

I sinccrclyhopeUlatYOUconsldcrnnmlmrdlcmativc Ulalwill bcocccpmblctonil.

ThonkYOU.

YnursTNIY,

Delcrcsmy
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RECEIVED JU/1 O fi lgg5
Francig Ballard
P.O. BOX 918
Altura8, CA 96101 GeneralPublic

CommentSetlOl

May 30, 1995

Julie Halligan/Peter I{umm
CPUC/BLM
C/O Aspen Environmental Group
30/,23 Canwood St., Suite 218
Agoura tiille, CA 91301

RE: Alturag Intertie
CPUC #93-11-018
BLM #CACA 31406

Dear M9, Ilalliganand Mr. Humm,

l’lensereview and correct:
Page C.8-41 (bottom) of DEIR, under the Modoc County
General Plan discussion, it etatee ‘lAlthoughinter-
ference with adjacent land ueee would be minimized by
the rural location of the propoeed route, eeveral
residences would be exposed to aeethetic impacts from
the trnngmieeion line”.

The aegthetic values that would be degraded by the presence
of the project ie down played due to the rural nature of the
area. Tho ekylining of Segment A, just north of Hwy. 299,
however, would impact more than just a few residente. The
project in this location would provide a predominant feature
of the Modoo landecape, and would be visible for many miles
from eeeentially any direction. Even if it iS in the
background, it would disrupt the open viewe we are accustomed
to seeing.

Sincerely,
P- A

Francie Ballard

G- 22o



PART G. COMME~S

Thomas R. Andc~on I PO Box 1119. I Point Rcyes / CA 94956

General Public
Julie Halligan/Peter Humm Comment Set 102
CPUC/BLM
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills
CA 91301

RE: CPUC Application Number 93-11-018
and BLM Case Number CACA-31406

6/1/%

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm,

I would like to respond to the DEIR/S. I have reviewed the
executive summary and the 1000-page report. In re6ard to my
private land, which Se6ment W passes throu6h, alternative Z is

!

oOP.

definitely a preferable route according to the evaluation criteria,
102-!

and passin6 to the east of Z, up against the base of the mountains,
would be even less offensive.

However, after consideration of the entire project, I believe the
wisest decision would be not to allow this project to be built. As a
responsible citizen, and after careful analysis, I believe there is no
true absolute need for this project and that it should not be built at
all. If SPPC insists on buildin6 this line, then it should follow an
already existing corridor to the east, It is obvious that the preferred
route would maximize corporate profits for SPPC, but it would
create “significant” and “unmiti6atab]e” impacts in a relatively o1::2pristine area.

[t is a misleading, confused, and flawed analysis to concludu
that establishing the proposed w utility line and corridor in this
unique, scenic, and pristine environment hrrs an overall advanta6e
to other transmission alternatives. The pubtic welfare would not be
served if this project I;ocs forward as propmed. “~llconly clear
advanta6e the proposed project has is to enable SPPC to do exactty

T

Fkal EIWS, November 1995
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what it wants and establish a new utility line and corridor in a scenic
and pristine area. The proposed project would blatantly disre6ard
the scenic and natural value and establish future precedents for other
projects which similarly ignore the will of the government, people,
and welfare of future generations with unnliti6atable and
unacceptable degradation of public and private lands in the name of
corporate profits. The existin6 EIR/S bnrely addresses these
concerns,

My conclusion is that the public interest will be permanently
injured and the inte6rity of the environment will be gravely
compromised if this project is allowed to go forward. Please give
careful consideration to my concerns, I



General Pllblic
Comment Set 103

May26,1995

JufieHalfiRaticlcr Humm
CPU~~LM

c/o AspenEnvironmentalGroup CPUC ApplicationNumber(93-1 1-018)
30423CanwoodStreet BLMCase Number (CACA-3 1406

I)car Ms. Ihdligan& Mr. Humrn
This letteris in rcfcrcnccto theNtrrrssTransmissionLine. We Iivc irsReno& not

far from thoproposedPowerLine, closerthanwc would like to be. It will alsobe real
nearto a largegroupof apartmentswhichare closeto us. For uspcrsomdly,we would
rathernot haveit whereit appearsit isgoingto be. Wc wouldsurefike thePower Co
figureout someotherway to get thepowerto thisareafor all the wantedor notwanted
dcvclopcmentl Isn’tthereanyotherway.....(with all our greattechrrology)....to get this
powerhere? Nothingisbeingsaidaboutthepotentialdsngcrsofthc EMF’s andso many
peopleeffeettil We stilldon’tknow all thepotentialdangerstill maybeit will bc IOOIatel
Then therearc the effectson our bmutiRrlopenspaws, & cspceiallytheareasnearto
othertowns& especiallytheimpactson our mostbcmstiRdRcgiomdPark, RmrchoSan
Rafael. The proposedlinewouldnot passthroughthe exis[irrgparkboundaries,but it
couldifa landexchangewith tha Us ForestScrviccis arrangedaspossiblyplanned,unless
therehavebeenchangesthathavenot beerstold. Justtoo manyunansweredquestionsby
manypeople!

What a tcrnblcblighton theHorizon......As highas 130 Feet..... muchlargerthan
anyexistingfacilities,...345,000 Volts.....& encompassingso mucharea. This will surely
dcslroy anyopenspaceconceptin our arml SierraPacificofficialsemphasizethatthe
tirrcisgcncrrdlylocatedfar from housing...Sometill be tivirrgwithina halfmilc....What
dots GeneraRymean& how Far isFar enough...Dotheyreallyknow? Especiallywith
suchhugetransmissionLincsl Who doesknow?

It surelydoesn’iseemwiseto openup a new powercorridor, it issucha very
seriousmatter,especiallywhenthereare somanyissuesthat don’tappearto havebeen
adequatelyaddressedto all concerned.Suchthingsasthe effectonthe pwcefil setting
of RmrchoSanRafael,theareasof ftrttrrcexpansion,the c~cct on the rcsidcrrtsof the
North Foothillsapartmentcomplexat Talus Way&N. Virginia,& on aRfuturepeople,
suchasinthearmtobcdevelopedintheUrrivcrsityRidgeResidentialarea,andthe
unknowneffectsoftheEMF’sonalltivingcreaturesincludingwe Humans. Ifit were at
all possibleto go undergroundin theheatily populatti areas,wouldthathelp.?...Sucha
problem! But manythingsneedto be consideredandit seemsthat onlythe Power&
Greedof SierraPaeifieis the onlytting beingconddercd.

I

o1$$1

wc fwl thatall cilizcnse~ecled, evenby proximinity,shouldbc considered!Not
just the dcvclopcrs& the Power Co. Plwse get all the POWRS THAT BE, together&
considerall thatwouldbc effwicd, beforemakingthathugefinal dccisiord

Thank you for [heprivilegeto be heard& for takingthe time to hearus.

Mr. & Mrs C. Wilson
3694 ShrdcCOUrt

Reno,Nevada 89503
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RECEIVED JUIJ O 5 lgg~

General Public
Comment Set 104

June1,1995

JulieHalliganandPeterHumm
CPUC~LM
do AspenEnvironmentalGroup
30423 CanwoodStreet,Suite218
AgoumHills, CA 92301

Dcnr Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humrn

1am writing thisletter asa concernedpropertyownerandresidentoftho AndersonAcres
subdivision,Reno,Nevada, The proposedrouteof the SierraPacificPower CompanyWttrras-
RenoTransmissionLine Projectisapproximately2,000 feet horn my home, The proximityof this
project!0 my homeisof seriousconccmto me for severalreasons.

I boughtpropertyandmovedout herebecauseofita expansiveviews(hence,the nameof
my streetis“LorrgviewLane”). It’s nearto U.S. ForestServicelandwhichbeginsat the endof
LongviewLane. Constructionof thisproposedtransmissionfinewill seriouslyaffectthe aesthetic101$$1qualityof my homeandthevistas. I will be forcedto look at abouttcn of theunsightlyiron
giantseverytime I glanceat PcavincPeak. When atmosphericconditionsare right, 1will alsobe
forcedto Ustcnto theircacophonoushum. Not at all what I hadin mindfor my retirementycarsl]0Iftl

AnotherreasonI ch;se to live hereis for theopportunitiesthisareapresentswith regard
to wild life viewing. 1studied wildfife andfisheriesbiologyat the Universityof Nevada, Rcnoand
haveworked for the U.S. ForestServiceandtheNevadaDepartmentof Wildlife asa fisheries
biologistin the past.

Milepost 15Gintrudeson a riparianareamsda wet meadowfin 6ood years). I fear that ●

thesemonolithicmonstroshieawill negativelyimpacttheseareaaandthenativeflora andfaumr. A
deerherdre~larly usesthqriparianareasof JeanineCreekandthe associatedMountain
Maho6anyarcaafor fawrrin6andrearingof young. Quailalsosuccessfullyreproducein the area
ofthc proposedtransmissionfine.Sucha hi6hcner6yfield mi6htdetrimentallyeffectsuccessful
reproductionandbirth. I fear the fulrrrcof reproductionof our wildlife in thisarea. Let isalsobe
knownseveralspccicsof raptorinchrdin6GoldenEagle,Rcd Tail Hawk, PrairieFalcon,
AmericanKestrelandLon6 EaredOwl haveactivelyhuntedtheseareas. How will 345,000 volts
of electromagneticenergyaffectthereproductionof theirpreyspecies?Does anyoneknow?? .

From my window, 1haveseena hcallhyblackbear,a mountainlion anda localpackof
coyotesregularlyandthe howlsof thecoyotesalwayssin6sme to sleep. Will thiscontinueto be
eventsI cancounton if the transmissionlineisallowedto ba built? I sincerelydoubtit. Will 10IfriSierra PacificPower Companyreplaceor compensateme for theselosses?I doubtit.

Ftil EIWS, Novaber 199S
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AnotherseriousconcernI haveisell of these130 foot lightnin6rodsin a predominantly

1sagebmsh,bitter brush-grasscommunity. Winds rollingdown the northsideof PeavineMountain
frequentlyreachingspeedsof 50 to 100 milesper hour, A fi6htnin6strike in thisareawould o1:
quicklyleadto severedevastationofpropcrties, animalfife andpossiblyhumanlives.

Poshiveconsequencesof the transrsdssionIinc? 1sccnone. I believeReno hasalready
lon6 a60 cxcecdcdita capacityfor 6rowth althoughI am surethegreedydeveloperswill always
arWo thereis alwaysmore room to build, Look at thegreenair duringa commonwinter
invcrsionl

SierraPacificmaintainsii needsthiscancerto servicethe minin6industryneedsofccntrd
andeastcmNevada. Mkring is not a renewableresource, Oncetheir Iodcsaredcplctcd,so will
their needfor power andtheir needfor SierraPacific. I will slill be forcedto scethe folly of their]0If
frascodaily.

I urge you to use your authority to recommend denial of Sierra PacificPower Company’s
requestfor a permitto buildthistransmissionIinc, The companyandits invcstorawill bc theonly
onesto profit from it. The thousandaofpeoplc andthe animalfifewould be affcctcdby it
prcsencoandwould strffcrthe loss.

Thank you for your time andconsiderationin tltisseriousmaltcr.

Sinccrcly,

11055 Lo;gview Lane
Reno, Nevada 8950G
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Craig ItiUor

HCR4 bX 405W
fitmag, CA %101

hfay 19, 1995

RECEIVED JUNos 1995

General Public .
Comment Set 105

JUI 10 ffal I lgan/Peter Humm
CPUC/BLM
Aspen Envlronmenta I
30423 C8nW00d St. , SUlte 218
Agoura HI/ /s, CA 81301

RE, AltUP8S lntortle-CPUC 93-11 -0t8, BLhi CACa 31408

ooar ~fs. N8/ / Ignn and Mr. Humm,

It Is 9uggested In the DEIR th8t bird f / Ight dlvorters plaood on tho power lln6
In Sensltlve areas would reduoo the Potontlal Impaot of bird oollleione to a
loss than slgnlfloont Ieval.

1
ItIsdocumented that moat birds 00// Ide with the

upper 8hleld Wlraa while attamptlng to avoid the power Ilnes, yet It doo9 not
seam to be propogad that bird dlvertars ba plaoad on these shield wires. Thara

Is no Mlt19at10n provided to 8V0/d the lmpaots of tho shlald WlrOS. Stud/es

sslted do not 9eparate lmpngts osusod by powere /Inee without shlold wires oom-
pnred to power I Ines with shlold wlros. The power i Ines at Modoo Natlonnl IYl 10 01$!1llfoRefuge have no shield wlrea and, there foro, the Sssumptlon that OVlatlOn
markers help reduoe 001 / Islona Is not neoeaenrlly oorreot. In faot, bird dl -

Verters oould thR0r8t10811y Inoraaso oolllslons with shield wires 86 the blrdo
flnre to nvold the more vlolblo power llne9 In Ino!lmnte weather. P1088OPPO-
vldo studies to oorreotly dooument the efteOt of bird dlverter9 on power llneS
whloh have guide wires with 8nd without bird dlvorters.

1

Also, pleane 9peolfy studies on bird Colllslons and benefits of tllaht diverter
In reletlon to nlghttlme mlgratlono and Inolement weather. studies ehould be
spoolflo In term9 of night fllghts of water fowl In Inollmete wenther, es that
Is when many mlgr8tlon9 ooour In the F811. LS8yt\me atudles, or 8tudles that ar o1::2
not speclf 10 for nlghtlinoi Imate Wenther would not represent the total Impaots
on birds 8nd the effectiveness of bird diverters.

Respectful Iy.

Craig Muor
HCR4 ~X 405W

~tmas,CA 9b101 c

Hay 20, 199S

RECEIVED JUNo E 1995

JU1 ie H81 1 igen/Peter Humm
c/0 aspen Environmenta 1 Group
30423 Canwood St., Suite 218
agOura Hills, CA. 91301

REI alturas Intertie (CPUC 93-11-018, LSLH CaCa 31408)

To Whom It Hay Concern,

The Oraft Environmental Impact Report by aspen fdent if fed 91 Specfal
status plant species known tooccur within the Hodoc Plate8u and
Eas in and Range Regions, It elso identified 43 specfel stetus species
of wildlife ufth potentfnl to occur in the region. More th9n 100
separate occurrences of special status plants were mapped in the
northarn half of tha proposad route (only nine occurrences in the
southern half), Obviously, the Hodoc Plateau area 1$ pecul far and
sensftfve, The Council on Envfronmentel Quality regulations for
implementing tha National Fnvfronmental Policy Act deffne mitigation
to Include, (1) avoiding the impncts. The U.S. Oapartment of the
Interior, Fish and Wildlife service, considers the number one form of
mitigation to be avofdance of the fmpact. The OEIR. however. makes
no sfgnfffcant attempt toprovfde thfs type of mftfgatfon as no
alternatives outsfde of thfs regfon were completely studied. Aspen
Envfronmantal made no fndepandent attempt to seek, sol fcft or com-
pletely study alternatives that uould avofd thfs sensitfve area. The
Alturas Intartfe Project fs a bfatant fnsu?t on a sensftive environ-
ment. Nabftat after habitat can not sfmply be Ignored because ft fs
be fng “spanned”, It fs tgnornnt to thfnk that structures that
naed to be maintained can be fndeffnftely placed over the top
of a hnbitat, and wfth all our knowledge- thfnk that they will
never be sfgnfffcant lY fmpacted.

cc U.S. Forest S;rvfce
OePaPtMent of Ffsh a Came
Rich Eurns. alturas BLH

oGP.10s.3
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JUNO51995
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by 21, 1995

Jdio l~igalPoter Ilw

cPuc/Bw
Ao~n ~vtionmon~ Oroup

30423Mwd w., Sto. 21s
Agourn}u~O, CA. 91301

M: flturao Intortio, CPUC93-11+1S, BW CACA314M,

DoorM, lmigen/fi, Ilumm:

~o onvirowentiimwotreportdooanotstudyoraddrooothoimpotn
ofthoprojoctoutnidoofthoW fwt ntudycorridoromfioiont~.
~is projootwl~ im~otcdtmd (endothor)resourceoh ctintivo
myo thatweroi~orti b tho impoot ro~rt. An OWP1O of this ie

tho lack of c~twd otudioa donowhero nowpor-ont accono rada

wotid b oreated (bladtig a 15 fodt wido road) O~SIDE of the ~tudy

corridor. Ma occurs in tboo P1UC08h regerda to thio projoot.

~in projoot tin havo imonoo lm~ots wMch do not justi~ it 1s

benefito. no impot ro~rt ahotid ot loaot b nddroooio~ thooo impot~.

It shodd be retizcd that the im~cto till be oevero wd dtemtivos

shotid be sowchti for, or tho projoct not b btilt.

Fhal EIWS, November 1995
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RECEIVED JUN 051995 i

Janie Erk~aga
P.o. Box 1996

General Pubfic
Comment Set 106

Alturas, CA 96101
(916)e33-412B

May 31, 1993

Julie Halligan/Peter Humm
CPUCIBLM
CIO Aspen Environmental Qroup
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 21S
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

RE: Alturas Irstertie,CPUC # 93-11-018, ELM H CRCA 31406.

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm,

Please note that the citizens of Modoc County have voiced opposition
to this Project 55nce it’s known inception. It is believed that the
Project would be a detriment to tho5e living in and vi5iting Modoc
County. The Pro$ect not only impacts severely the visual aspects of
the county, but also defies the Energy Element of the Modoc County
General ~lan. The Project makes no attemPt tO utilize existing
utility corridors. The Project impacts sensitive natural areas
(nofth end of Daggert Canyon recognized by the county as being an
important visual asset). The P?oject skylines ridge top6.

The first few miles of the Project demonstrates a lack of completely
studied alternatives. Both the citizen6 of Modoc County and the
government of Modoc County feel that the two alternatives are not
appropriate. Other alternatives were not studied or solicited.

Please note the enclo5ed resolutions from the Nodoc County Planning
Commission and the Modoc County Board of Supervisor. Even the
City of Alturas voted unanimously (S to 0, Hay 30th, 1995) to
oPPose this Project at it5 propo5ed location we5t of town.
Dbviously they feel the vi5ual detriment5 are unacceptable and
rsbviouslythey feel alternatives exist. This has been well
demonstrated as a concern of the citizens and government of
Modoc County. The need for alternatives for this area has been
well documented, and yet there has been no detailed 5tudy of
alternatives or formal solicitation of alternatives.

Sincerely, I

b
\

1+A’
J n e Erkiaga

MODOCCOUNTY PLANNINGCOMNIISSION
WSOLUTION9j-06

..
WWERSAS, SierraPacificPowerhm submitted a request for review of lhe Altums inter-lie po\$er
transmissionline. end;

WHEREAS. lo\\ful anddue noliceoflhe meetingwosgiven by publicationin Ihe Y[odocCounty
Record orrdby posting in publicplaces.end:

WFIEM.AS,risePlanningCommissionofrerdue and coreful considerationof the fac~sand
substantialpublictestimonypresentedin connectionwith therequest.ondits effectson the he~lth,
sofecyandwelforeof thecommunity.find lhe follolvirtg:

1) ~eDrafi Enviromental impactStatementfnils Iocomply witllthc follo\vingissucs
in tie NlodocCountyGenerolPlots:

a) Segmental orsdAltemote Segment BOI fnilto protectcrhicol wildlife srtd
wildlife hobilnt.

b) SegmentAOl MdA[lemate SegmentBOlfoil toprotectcn[ical vie\vsopento1he
publicondof greatvolueto the public.

2) Although\verecogniz:economicb:nefil.\~curgeyoulorejectbo!hSeSmen!.Amd
AltemoteB asproposedroutes.

3) ~ePlming Comission supponstiereviewmdcoments mputfonl] bytiehlodoc
CountyPlartnirtgDeparsmemandNfodocCounty RoadDepanmerst.

~RSFORSBEIT RESOLVED,tinttie h!odocCotmtyPlting Commissionadop~resolution
95.06andrecommendsto tie Boardof Supewisorsthe Plming CommissionResolution9j.06.

.
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Onthemotionof CommissionerNladison,andsecondedbyCommissionerHansel.theabove
andforegoingResolutionwaspassedandadoptedbythe Modoc CourtryPlamsingCommissionon
the fourteenthday of April, 1995 by thefollowingvote. to wit:

AYES: CommissionersHansel.Nladison,Tolberr. Cockrell. Prrlmer

NOES:

ABSENT:

ABSTAIN:

JosephTolbert.Chairman
klodoc County PlanninSCommission

Patricia .4..Clark, Secretary
h[odoc County Planning Commission

Final EIWS, Novwber 1995

. -——_ . ...

OS-Z~-1~503:@N FRmt TO 1916=4725 P.05

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SWERVISORS
OF TW. COUNTY OF MODOC

ADOPTION OF MODOC PLANN~TG COWflSSION ~
~SOLUTION NO. 95-06’AAD ~QUEST Am ADOPTION OF

MITIG(iTMG PROPOSALS

MSOLUTION NO. 95-35

I

G- 227

M~U.AS, SierraPacificPo\v?r has submitted a rcques[ for review of rhe Almms

inter-tie rrmsmission line; and,

M~,RE.4S, lawful msdrhle notice of;hc Planning Commission meetkg was given
by publication in tic ~odoc County Record astd by posthg h public place% and,

W=WS, UrePlmuting Commission afier duc and careful considerationof tie frrc~

end subsrartlialpublicttidrnonypresentedincoonec[iort\viUrthercquemanditseffectson
thehealth, safcyand\vclfareof~hecommunity,adoptedPlennbgCommissionResolution
g$.~; sad,

WHEUAS, this Board afier due and carefui consideration of 011of the above,

toge~herwids tie comments and discussion at the regularly $chcdulcd public hctirsg with

regard to the above on May 2. 199j; and,

W=WAS, the Bowd finds good cause Utcrcfore;

NOW TWUFOU, BE IT MSOL~D. that tie ModocCoun~ Board of

Supcmisor5 suppor~ Planning Commission ~csohrtiul~ 95-06 arid suppur~s (he cunurrems
made by County staff.

BE IT F~THER mSOL}%D, UnstIhC hludtscCuuruyBoard of Supervisors feels

that the project has little benefit to the counv ud dsa[ the county is bcting cumulative
mvhomen~rsl impacts alongtie fill Iertgdrof thecorridorfortie service andconvenience
ofotherregions.Therefo:e,the Boardbel[cvesthm she suitable mitigation to the project

. should include all of she followhts

1
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05-24-1995 Oz: 4SPM FR~l TO 191625i4725 P,03

1. PREFE~D RO~:

A. in order to reduce dlc\’isml sky~ning cffcc~, preferred route SectionSAOl

throu~h A03 need to be movedNonh300feetandthehei@tofthe(o\Ycmreduc:dtoeighry

(80) feet;

B. SectionsA03 throu~ .405 needtobeburied:

2. tiTEkXATE ROLl~:

A. Secticns BO1throughBhfP3needtobeburied.

3, In ~>rdertn fitrrhernlitigatc tile tipact of tie Frojmtto rhia coun~md toOI1O}V
thecoun:yeconomicbencfltfiorutheprojecttheinstallationoffiber-opticstelephonesm’ice
to theCitizenUtlliliesS\titcMn3Stationjn the CiVof .41turas,shouldbc includedinthe
projec!.

PASSED.4NDADOPTEDatare&Jlarme:tingof theBowdof Supewisorsofdte
CounV of N40docheld on this 16ti day of~y, 1995, by”tic follu}vhtg VIJk:

A~S: 3

NOES: O

.4BSENT 2

BO- OFSUPERVISORSOFT~ COUNH OFMODOC

ATTEST:

1.
i

.
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~l\Nn C 100e General Public
~E~Fl\/cm Comment Set 107

June 1, 1995

I

Ms. Julie Halligan, California Publia Utilitiee Commission
Mr. Peter Hunm, USDI Bureau of Land Management
c/a Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwoad Street #218
Agaura Hills, CA 91301

Dear Mr. Halligan and Mr. Humm:

I would like to formally protest against the planned routing
of the Alturae 345W powerline (CPUC Application Number 93-11-018;
BM Case Number CACA-31406).

As a homeowner in the Horizon Hills subdivision on the eastern
eide of Peavine, I feel that this powerline would be detrimental to
the natural beauty of PeaVine. I have lived in thie area for over
twelve years, and one of my pleaeures is walking ny dogs up into
the foothills each day. }{avinga power line within 2500 feet of my
residenae would not only be an eyesore, but would be danaging to
the ecosyetem of the area, not to mention health effects.

It seems there must
damaging to the eaenery,
for a different route.

be an alternate route that would not be ae
and 1 etrongly urge you to pureue a eearah

1

WI EIWS, November 1995

Sinaerely,

I-d- /
!

carolyn ~ngland 1
2426 Sauk Court
Reno, Nevada 89506 I

I

G- 229

,,



PART G. COMMENTS

30 May 1995

Ms. Julie Halligan ‘- California
Mr. Peter Humm -- USDI-Bureau of
c/o Aspen Environmental Group

30423 Canwood Street #218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Dear Us. Ilalliganand Mr. Numrn:

IIIIJII $ /gJ)!;

Public Utilities
Land Management

General Public
CommentSet108

commission

difficult to understand why the ecological value of this area was
ignored in the EIS/R. This seems to lend credence to a common
belief of research biologists: i.e., that the “Professional”
opinions and results presented by biologists involved with
private consulting are colored (if not predetermined) by the
desires and agendas of the interest groups that provide their
funding.

This letter is written as a formal protest against the planned
routing of the Alturas 345KV powerline (CPUC Application Number
93-11-018; BLM Case Number CACA-31406). I am disturbed in
general about the planned routing along a scenic area of the
eastern front of the Siarra Nevada Mountains just north of Reno,
and in particular about the fact that the proposed routing
intersects the eastern and northern flanks of Peavine Mountain.
My residence is in Horizon liillson the eastern side of Peavine,
and the ~owerline route would pass within 2500 feet of this
communitv. In addition to obvious ~ersonal concerns about——-...
aesthetic, property value, and health effects, etc. arisin9 from
such close proximity of this transmission line to my rasidence, I
am very concerned about the line’s environmental impact on the
PeaVine Mountain area. It is very distressing that the EIS/R
lacks alternative plans that would not involve serious impact to
this important area.

As a professional research ecologist wjth a US Dapnrtment of
Agriculture project in Reno entitled l’ConservationBiology of
Rangelandsll,I am very aware of the ecological value of Peavine
Mountain. This awareness comos from a significant body of
scientific literature that has baen published on Peavine (for
example, within the last 2-3 years an entire iesue of the W
- ~ti was devoted to the Peavine ecosystem) and from
studies that local colleagues and I have conducted on Peavine.
Peavine is truly an ecological IIislandllin that it hogte a

diversity of unique plant and animal communities derived from
combinations of floral and faunal elements from three distinct
regions -- the Sierra Nevada and Cascade Mountains and the
Great Baein Dasert. Not only would the powerline directly impact
existing plant and animal populations on PeaVine, but it would
also provide a direct corridor to Promote invasions by introyed
weed species that have not yet found their way to PeaVine.
good example of the latter is medusahead wildrye; patches of this
very problematic weed are already quite common from susanville to
Alturas, California, and since Alturas is the northern terminus
for the proposed route, the disturbed areas along the line will
provide for easy invaeion. This impact is completely overlooked
by the EIS/R.

In an era when the developing field of modern conservation
biology is emphasizing the importance of centers of biological
diversity -- especially those occurring in areas of significant
urban snd agricultural development, like peavine ‘- it is verY

I understand that viable alternatives to the proposed route

1
exist, even though a disturbing lack of alternatives are proposed
in the EIS/R. Xf this powerline is indeed necessary (I also
understand thaC most of the power from this line will go to olfilmining interests in northern and northeastern Nevada, rather than
to the Reno area), then I would like to strongly suggest that
such alternatives be explored rather than destroying this
valuable ecosystem in Reno8s backyard.

Sincerely,

,
William S. Longland, Ph.D.
Conservation Biology of Rangelands
USDA-Agricultural Research Service
University of Nevada
920 Valley Road
Reno, NV 89512
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Re: CPUC ApplicationNo. 93-11-018 B~ Case Number CACA-31406
Julie Halligan/PsterHurom
CPUC/BM
a/o Aspen Environmental Group RECEIVED JUN051~9s
30423 Canwood Street, 8uits 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301 GeneralPublic
Dear Ms. Hall~gan and Hr. Humm: CommentSet 109

Having recently had ocoasion to drive from Reno to Portland and baak, I feel-
very concerned about the proposed route of the Alturae TrarreroiesionLine
Project. The landscape from Alturas to Reno ie unueually beautiful. This
landsoapewould not euppork plantingsthat could obnoure the adverse visual
impact of poles and lines of thie eize. One rationale given in the DEIR/S
Exec. Summ. (page 40) for ohoosing thie route is the !trelativelyfew number
of Viewerell.Yet thie route will be used by an untold number of viewers over
time and for generationsto coroe. Thie aaenia aorridor has much more value
than eimply a means of getting from one place to another. Ae an undisturbed
landscape it may benefit the human epirit in waye that we have not yet begun
to understand or evaluate. The effeote of thie projeot will be felt for a
verj?long tine, and thar=.iaan cbligatiozto ~rotect the ~nterects of futc=e
generation. Ethical and aeethet~avaluee should be given e~al weight with
economia considerationsbeaause, once eetabliehed and paid for, this line
will probably be in plaae for generation.

The existing oorridor has served us well so far, and using it would reserve
undisturbed land for future uee. !

1

It is possiblethat technologymay reprove, .
and that engineers of the future may find leee obtrusive waye to bring
eleotriaityto urban areae. As a oomrounityof providereand ueers, it may be
worth our while to leave undisturbedland for future use.

What would be the additional cost of oroseing what ie a relatively small o1$}2mountainous area (cedar Pass) in order to use tho exiatirrg corridor? TWO
examples of nice engineering in diffioultterrain oan be eeen in the Santiam
Pace (Oregon)and on the weet eide of the Sierras along highway 70 leading
into Quirrcy,California. Surely euah a large group, aompoaed of a large
corporationand hundredeof thousandeof cuetomere,can afford to be wise and
not eelfieh.

There are many unanswered gueetione, the greatest of whioh is why a
beautiful, undisturbed landeaape is not being left alone for future use,
perhaps for a time when todayls technologywill be aon6ideredourobersomeand
a poor investment. It eeeme ehort-eightedto coneider immediate eaonomia

1

01::3gain the most important motivation for deoieion making. People have a
reeponeibility to each other and an obligation to young people to make
deaisione for the long term, not juet the eaonomio short term.

In addition to theee larger iseuee, there ie the ~eetion of whoee
neighborhoodwill bear the burden of this project.
the people, wildlife,

Wherever it ie placed,
and vegetation in ite vioinity will experience

unfortunate changes. For example, where I live, meet of ue coneider the
vieual beauty of the hills and the pleaaure of outdoor recreationto be our
greatest aesete. Power linee of thie eize would dominate our view, and
beneath structures and lines of this magnitude the psacefulnese of our
setting would be lost. There ie significantaoncern among reeidents about
EMF. Some experts etill disagree about the effeote of EMF, and there are
etill unanswered ~eetione. Putting power lines of this size near peoplels
homee at thie point in time imposee an economio penalty, a threat to our
lifestyle, and poesiblya health risk. Why should those who happen tobe in
the path that is chosen bear theee burdene? One community ehould not be
eaorificedin favor of another. Standardeof fairness should be applied to
all neighborhoodswhether they be affluentor poor, dense or sparse.

I

1. ;

oOP.1094

.!

Mt living near a 345 kV line be the voluntary individualchoice of informsd
citizens rather than an impoeed situation on exieting neighborhoods.

In addition to theee concerne about etandards of fairness, I feel diemayed
that forest land would be crossed. Thie sete an unfortunate precedent for
future uee of public land. National forest land is to be protected and held
as an unspoiled area for people,animals,and plants, not for technological
needs.

It eeeme clear that the amount of feelingthat this line stirs up is directly
related to ite size. Citizenshave not found amallsrpower lines threatening
or ugly. We find it a cheerful eight to ees a flock of birds on a emall
power line. But this power line electrocute birds. Birds, airplanee,
people, plants, wildlife--allmust make way for this thing because of its
great eize.

Why isnlt the line being broken down into smaller parts eooner and cent on
emaller poles with smaller wiree to the placee it will be needed? ~eno

1’

i
Sparks neede only part of the power that is being brought into town--muchof
it will go to other places from hero .suchae northeastern California. .We
oould li~e with .srha12~r~OW6~.:liil~S GIIG b~Ol16x voltages. As uore
neighborhoods feel the impaat of the mpseive scale of this project, there o1$;s
will be more emotionaldiscuesioneand seriousaoncern. All this unhappiness
could be ehort aircuitedby bringing smaller’amounteof power to the placee
it ie needed rather than euoh a massive amount of power to a central
location, Why should wildlife,neighborhoodsand peoplels peaco of mind all
be saarifiaed in favor of something so big and ugly? And would there not be
a security advantage in having more numerous smaller lines and polee rather
than being dependent on one huge line?

What is being done to preserve the economic viability of the geothermal
plante whiah make Nevada less dependent on sources of power whiah are far
away?

Why are staging areae being placed in town which ie densely populated and in

1
0If

Bordertownwhere people) rural lifeetylewill ba disru ted? (Map on page E7
!of the DEIR\S, Exeo. Sumro.) Why arentt more alternat ve sites proposed for

power statione and more alternativeroutee into and out of thie area.

AS a resident of HOrizon Hills, I would like to know tho anewers to a fow
epeoifia ~eetione;

Where is the fault near Horizon Hills? Has it been or dOeB it need to be
aoneidered in plaaing the line? This potential for earthquake makes
recreation anywhere near the lino even less inviting. What number on the
Riahter eaale might enap a line or move a pole? What is the rate of lateral

10
12:7

tranemiesion after euch an acaident? Would burying the lines pose lees rick
in case of acaident or earth~ake? What disadvantage would there be to
people living near the line if it wero buried instead of above ground.

There will be a high fire risk again when cage and graeses mature. What
threat or impediment to fire fighting doee the presence of theee large]0Ifstructuresoffer?

Onae this new utility aorridor is o ened, what other projecte may follow?
!Can the eize or number of lirreebe noreased? What limitationsare thera?

The Tusoarora gas pipeline is mentioned in the Exeoutive Summa
paralleling the power line in some places, If this corridor is open.d,~s ?:
more likely that the gas line will also be going through in the eama area,
and is it likely to be put through the hille above Horizon Hills?

Ml EIWS, November 1995 G- 231
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Will new access roads or grading ocour (page ES-32)? Will there be areas
bladed for overland travel? Theee scars could be seen from miles away
as are existingroads. Hew roads or bladingwould inoreaeetraffic and noise
in our ~iet neighborhood by providing more trails for sports utility
vehicles and dirt bikee.

On page ES-37 significant impaots on property values is recognized as a
problem. Who determines the level of economio devaluationof property and
~~;:~~ there will be neutral arbitration for compensation of property

Did the people who choBe the route knew that Horizcn Hills hae rain when town
is dry and that there is wet, sticky encw cr ice when town hae rain? Wiree
will be wet often from November to June inoreamin the possibilityof oorona
disoharge. ?Did they know that we are in a high w nd area and that disturbed
land surfaces are piaked up by the wind? Did they know that dozens of
meadowlarksreturn eaoh year to raise new families,and that other aongbirde
migrate through this area? Did they know that this iB navigable air apace
for rescue helicoptersfrom Reno and fire fighting airplanes from Stead? It
is mentioned in the Executive Summary that larger birds are eleotroouted by
the wixea, fh itpti*d~oletllatuur resident population of magpies and hawks
and our golden eagle family will be deoirnated?

I appreciatethe serviceSierra Paoificprovidesand its prudencein planning
fcr the future. But there are other waye of routing to end users and
downsizing linee that would not impaot do many peo le, eo muoh pristine

flandscape and so much wildlife which needs its hab tat to get along. I
sincerelyhope Sierra Paoific will coneider the alternatives.

A specific alternative I have heard about is that an exieting 1000 kV line
that passes through the Black Rock Desert down to Wadeworth be utili2ed to
handle additionaloarryingeapaoity from which it could be downsized to run
into Renoelong existinglinee, and the major power oouldbe divertedfurther
north to meet the needs of the mining induetry. Ilm sure the connectingline
neceseary through Cedarville would be well within the capaoity of modern
engineering. 5urely this eort of plan would be for the good of all.

Thank you for your aoneiderationof my aonaerns.
Hary Toleno
2445 Handan Way

*Y
~+

Reno, NV 59506
702-677-0257 >-\ , \Yq.~

]0GP.
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El! u -1
JUNO5895 ‘
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John hndcmo
I IOM Duffney hnc
Rcrm, Nevada 89~

JUIICHalligonfPclcr Humm
cPucRtLM
% As~nEnviwnmcnbl Oroup
30433 Camrd Slrccl, suilc 218
Agoura Hills, Cu. 91301
RcCPUC App, No. 93.11.018 mrd BLM Cmc No.CACA 31406

General Public
Comment Set 112

!
!

)
i

DearMs. t+~lliganunrt Mr. liumrn

1urn OPPISCJto Ihc pro~scd Sicm ~cific Pmvcr Compny’s plan for lhc pwcr Iinc [mm Rcno b rdtuma,
Rcrcrcncc CPUC App. No. 93. 11.01S nnd BLM Cmc No. CACA 3 Iti for mmy rmns.

I Imvcd Iivcd ill Anderson Acres, Nccada, M !hc mttrmd tnrckslc~,clof P&vlnc MmmMrr, since lW~and have
kcn on llm rnountim sinco IW1. 1am raising my children here. As PI prc$idcnl 08f the Andcmon Acrw
Homcmvncr’s Asswinlimr, m n fanner volutccr fircfigh(cr, naa high whwl tmchcr for (hc ~1 16 YW, md na
o rcsidcnl01 Nc},mfa since 1%3, I have never tclt so slmrrgly, and In Ihls cm, opposed, [Omr cnvironmcn.
ml, ccomjmltil, rmdculNml issuem 1am in his SPPC pm~sal.

I dun’1hlic\ c Ihc allcmalc rmrtc, !vhich \vill dcslroy Ihc mountin mrd mmdms,s, is Ihc nnswcr to lhis-
prs$vcrlincproposal. Cummly, Ibis is onc of lhc mosl kmrIlful md pdsllnc, unspitcd ww in this p rd tic
suk, in Ibis FII or !hc \vodd. ORerr, mwwns, deer, myolcs. owls, mbbi~ ~d olhcr mrimd$ come dght down

Into my ymrt. The mcadmva arc wclhrnds and should never bc dcstmycd. The mnyons roc full orflom and
faum~ond arc tmtilirmal Na!ivc Amctimn sacrd places.The Dmque shccphcrdcmhave Uuurcd this mo~pin
Arrgcncrmions.

Itrclicvclhis is u h!sturic d!slricl ~~usc of Pmv;llc, which is onc rd Ihc urlicsl sclllcmcnts in this mca and
\\hich really prdalcs what is known u Rcno, CcMlnly (he hlstoV or Pmvino is m lmp~nl m bko’s Cross.

ing or Virginlu ~ly ir seen in proper pcrapccllvc, In addition, [here Is Comclhlng10be said for o VICWond plwc
in our cultmc and snsicIy for mmm nmr mctro~lim citlca when dl Prrplc w SIRI have cay nws$ 10rmtmc
und \$ildh(c \vilhoul having lo ddvc so fw mrd Pmvinc Mmmrafn.- much mom so Ihm even MI. Rrrsc.. prw
vidcs (jppmruni(ics for n vwicly of rwrmllond md cducalirmd cxpdenccs !hol do nrrl rcqulm rhiving, prking

and money suchas Ihc bkc Tohm mrd MI. roac arm for s~llng, cE.

Plco$cdo not opprovc this ~mril. Ttds ~ or (ho mountin Is rtilly Ihc ‘jewel” of [hc Nofih Vrrfloys, Wc me
.omaidc or Rcno, . bu! !hc chnngesrmd effcc~ this pmposnl will bting nbmrl uc mom signifial rfmn rcl@l-
ing Poplc, or hmrscs10 mnkc ncw .atidom. in natuml md unspllcd sclUn89, when old mu!= mrd exlsUn8
~wcr cotidma have alrccdy done !hcir dmna8c md dc91Nclimr. tndwd, 1feel lhem isn’t ony rmaon 10Swri.
riw m~ like prorlmrsof Rancho San Rtiacl, P@vhrc mmmmin, nndLong Valley to brin8 ihls mmrsrcrof
345, ~ \voIratirou8h our mmrntiin. Vrdmy cAn hmrdlcnodhcm Nevadaand I reel SPPC cannot justi(y Ibis
pmjcc! mhcr Ihm to prcscm i! w o vcnlurc that is formplti ad profil, (w cclwtticily 10‘scII’on rbc mmkl.
And I don’1Ihink wc should Imdc tic wildlirc md unsplld plau for Itds IYF or rwmrin8. The d8nM8Cand
hmm that will bc dmrc when the brdldozcra and ccmcnl lNcks md mcn ermling S!CCIwmc 10Ihc mmdmvs rmrf
mounrahr \vill destroy lbc crccks md rralurc forever. The hu8c mwcm will destroy what Is now a “real view.’
Onc (hut is nol mmkcd md seamedand crtss+msscd with whcs, Ihrcs,md signsor mm’s “pmgrcss..

Plwc, you musl nsidcr !vhat I am saying slnw 1will lice more clnacly to Ihe Ilnc md Pies Ihan myonc

alons*isplmnGnorlhcroutcPIMcdlmctot*lifymd lmg,vcyouticmofccllngsor,he~plc
here \vho have Iivcd here (M ycam orrdmmy of us who MC now dshr8 ourchlldrcn here. My mbln W- built in
Ihc 1940k and is one or the ordcsl plaw in lhc plain known u “Pcavinc Sptings. In map ad hkc dallng
bck 10(he 18WS.

Plcaac, tic “Iillle” FOPIC, Ihc ml honestad hmd.wmting citiuns who live mrd WOK hcm, do nol WUI this

I
I

I
I
,
I

fine 10bc plwd above the rmckson rbis side of P~vine md wc mlly nd YW 10 pm!wl and help m. We
have &n Cberc(or the fires, and the mmy other ~mrs utiliry am~.m have mkd us IOampmmisc, but in
Ibfs pmposd wc all wc swmrgly rmitcd and oppsc Ifds projwt.

Our hm~ arc heavy wilh rfdspmvcr fine pro~sal and ir Ihc Poplc in ASmcfi= nmd nnylfrin$ in Ihcsc chd.
Icngingmrd lmburanl (imm of slrcssand Ivmry, ilk smnc comfonandsolacc w know rhm ihc CPUC and BLM
@n help prot~t a Iil(lc swcc rm people 10rest md enjoy the wondcm or our world md that them mc Pplc in
plac= of power nnd dccislommakhrg who wn SIIII senseand reel why wc feel this \vill & a gmI loss 10dl of
us and 10Amctim mrd the gcncmtiom to come.

Thanks, and [ccl frm [o conticl mc roranylfdng.

I
ii
I

G- 237
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JennyBooth
8140 Seneca Drive
Horizon Hills
Reno, Nevada 89506

/#l.11111[1J lgg~

.ii .!:ji...;. ~.
. .. .

General Public
Comment Set 115

May 31,1995

Ms. Julie Halllgan
California Publlo Ulilillea Commission
c/o Aspen Envlromental Group
30423 Canwood St. #218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

RE: PROTEST OF THE PROPOSED ALTURAS 345KV POWERLINE
CPUC Appllcallon Numbar 93-11-018 & ELM Case Numbar CACA-31406

Dear Ms. Halllgan:

~m wriling this letter as a formal protest to the Alluras powerllne, that Isproposedtobe
put in across Peavhre Mt.-4n my backyard. While you are no doubt flooded wilh such letters, I
ask that you take time to read them all aa sincerely as thay wara composed.

Our house Is on Seneca Drive wilh BLM and Paavlne Mt. on lhe other side of our back
fence. We boughl here In September of 1994, after a 2 year eearch. We felt like we bought a
small piece of paradise and a large chunk of peace of mind. Neithar of us being “town people:’
we found this 10be a wonderful compromise.-close to town, yet quite removed, wilh a fantastic
recreational area at our fingertips that we use and respectgreally.Sincobuying,we havebeen
happily pulting money into the house, Including a major and expensive remodel. Prida of
ownership, Increasing proparty value, creating our dream as a young couple with their flrat
house. At nQpoint were we MM notified about this proposal from sierra paciffc. This iSvew
dismaying, especially when (here is the once a month contact made from them In the form of
the power bill, which we happily pay promptly. My point on this is how clearly this was meant to
be kept under wraps till It got to a point where it was so far along that opposition had to
scrambla to rally against it. We found out 1-1/2 months ago while chaltlng with a friand at a
local 7-11. We were shocked to say the least. Notificallona of public meetings have also been
absent, and the onas I’ve managed to attend, I’ve been notified by a fellow nalghbor knocking
on the door and telling me there waa a meellng in 45 minutes--could I make It? My point here
ia that there has been an unfair advantage so that A.) most people didn’t know about these
oppoflunltles toformerly protest, and B.) that because of short notice and the inconvenient
daytime scheduling, most of the working class couldn’t attend.

That ttis projecl is evan ~ is disappolnlln9 and shamefull Mt. peavine is the
last resort for many, many paople of Rano--land that la used respectfully. We constantly aee
mountain bikers, picnickers, hikers, dog walkers and campers In these hills. Afler the fire a few
yeara ago, my neighbors bought and scattered wildflower and grass seeds to help the scarred
land, We pickup trash. My point here is Ihat peopla take their own initiative and money to
keep this mountain as a mounlain should be. Also that there Is an Intagrily level hare of paople
who five in town from whatever reasons..jobs, schools...but find their haven and peace of mind
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with the close access of a public recreational area. Most peopla don’t realize that
approximately 2/3 of Peavine Is privately owned, Iaavlng 1/3 for pubfic use for years to come.-
and the proposal of these powerllnes should w have been entertained. I realize that time
and progress march on, but there are sevaral options available including existing lines across
the Black Rock Daserf to Wadsworth and the exisllng corridor east of Long Vallay and Peterson
Mountain.

Also, many people don’t realize this Is intended to be a “power corridofl which will soon
accommodate gas and fiber optic lines. In Ihase prograasing yeara of shrinking land, we w
hold onto what we can as unspoiled recreational areas for now and the future, and make a
stand Ihat for one SPOIon this earth, Integrily will be held above somaone making moneyl

Another very important point...does ~ truly understand the health risk of such a
tremendous powerllne?l Is this a situation where 20 years down the line “we’ll know bette~l
The example of black lung and coal mining Is clear...no on thought all those yeara ago of the
fatalities that would follow. Does anyone really know with solid avidanca to back it up about this
risk of the powarllna? Or, is this considered a statistical thing, where few would suffer because
of the benefit of many. No one has tha right to decide that--a communily of 100 should never
be balanced on the town of 100,0001

And finally, Ietl me who would compensableall of us financially with plunging market
values7 For the paople who have Ilvad here for years and have been ateadlly whllltlng away
thalr mortgagas and phrnglng money Inlo home Improvements? Or like us, who just purchased
our vary first home last Saptembar, who now feel like blind-sldad victims. Pleasa ask yourself--
would you want to live with the threat of powerllnes as such over your house7 Woutd you want
to buy a little retreat from the helter aketler of overwhelming construction in town, only to have
your view rapad by 110 foot Iowars car~lng 345 KV of power that Is not necessary7 Help us
take a aland--for eve~one who lives here and finds their escape In Peavlne, and for the fulure
generations to come, that wa finally said “NO to something that clearly has other options.

Thank you for your lime In reading this letter and I hope you can see the Importance of
this because this is a situation that, if escalaled, can naver, w be taken back, and we d
stand for too much to lose.

Very Sincarely,

“ *%Jenny ooth
8140 Seneca Drive
Reno, Nevada 89506
877-2411

h

Andrew G. McMitlan
8140 Seneca Drive
Rano, Nevada 89506

I
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Julie tialligan/Peker Rum
CPUC/BLM
c/o A8~n EnvironNnkal Group
30423 Canwd St. I suite 218
Agoura ilills, CA 91301

RE: Altura9 Intertie
CPUC #93-11-018
BLM #CACA31406

May 26th, 1995 ~;:}(.~;;i~l Ij:ll::i :.-
,/:
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General Public
Comment Set 116

Mg. Halligan and Mr. I!um,

This letter is referring to the Draft Environmental Impacb Report
recently publighad concerning Lhe akve degcribadtransmission1ine.
ti pageC.6-39of Cherewrt it statesthat“Pri~rYaccegafor
constructioncrewgshouldbe viapublicroadwayeandexistingaccesa
roadg”.At presentI Segmnt.A of the1inecontainsvev fewaccess
roade. Substantialacceasroadgwouldhaveto be createdin an
areawhererehabilitationis thoughtto be POOr. Thismkea no
genge when this area can be avoided.

Sincerelyt

,., ~ (.&&

)/

10cr.
116.1 \

Mary E. !~ion
711E. 8thSt.
Alturaa, CA. 96101
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Ms. Julie llalligan-CaliforniaPublic Utilities Commission.-----”----””-”---------
Mr. Peter Rumm- Bureau of Land Management
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

General Public
CommentSetl17

RE: Formal Protest of the Alturas 345KV Powerline
CPUC Application # 93-11-018 and BLM Case # CACA-31406

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm:

We are writing in protest against the proposed routing
of tie Alturas 345KV powerline through our community of Horizon

Hills. We have been residents of Horizon Hills for 2 years,
coming from California in March 1993 due to a job relocation.
The move was very difficult for our entire family, but the
one positive aspect was finding a home in thig wonderful,
secluded country setting of Horizon Hills. We did not want
to have to buy another “tract home” as in California, and
this home and ~ acre lot in Worizon Rills provided our 3 sons
with a wonderful place to play, ag well ag hundreds of acres
of fields and hillg for their favorite activity, exploring.

Now, with the proposed routing of the Alturas Tran9mi9sion
Line Project in our community, the things we have enjoyed
the most are threatened.

The peace and tranquility we have enjoyed since moving
here will be destroyed.

The beautiful view we have of Peavine Mountain and
surrounding foothills will be destroyed. (We have no houses
across the street from us, so we now enjoy a vast view of
the many fields, hillg and of course, Peavine Mountain.)

Our property values will be advergely effected by the
intrusion of a major powerline.

The noige level caused by the powerline will effect all
residents. Our home is at approximately 5,200 feet, which
is 800 feet above Reno’9 elevation, so we rarely ha;;dawgay
without wind, many of which are a very high wind.
often get rain up here when Reno Ilasreceived none. Both
wind and rain will cause the noise level of the powerline
to increa9e.

Our radio and television reception will be effected.
Our radio reception is currently poor, interference from a
high-voltage powerline will only worsen the reception or
cauge the lo9s of some stations altogether.

As parents, our biggegt concern is for our children’s
health. We feel the health hazards from electromagnetic fields
surrounding high-voltage transmission lines are significant
and we do not want to risk our children!s health.

An article on EMFs in the May 1994 issue of Consumer
Reports states 1!Of the 11 childhood-cancer gtudies that have
been conducted, six are considered by experts to be the meet
careful and thorough. Of those six, five found some statistical
~~~~~;~$ion between elevated magnetic fields and childhood

~sl EIWS, November 1995
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The article also states that’’theoccupational and
residential studies done to date guggest that exposure to
stronger-than-averagemagnetic fielde may slightly increase
the risk of developing,gome types of leukemia.” And according
to the article “ At this point, enough evidence guggests a
possible health hazard to justify taking simple steps to reduce
your exposure to electromagnetic fields.”

1

01:;3W.e realize that the transmission line would not be in
close proximity to our home, however, scientists don’t yet
know exactly what strength of magnetic field is associated
with health effects. And as stated earlier, our children
epend countlegg hourg exploring the areas in and around the
propoged route, as well as our weekend family outings to
Peavine Mountain and the surrounding foothills.

The freedom our children enjoy while exploring and the
freedom our family enjoyg while on outingg of picnicing, sight
seeing, hiking and exploring new areag will be degtroyed simply

1because we will not want to take the risk of beina anv closer -
to the high-voltage transmission lines than is ab;olu~ely
necessarv. 10

1?;3

Not-to mention how the huge transmission lines will effect —
the beauty of the entire area. Not only for our family and
the other reeidents of Horizon Hills, but also for the hundreds
of other people in the Reno area who also enjoy the area for
recreational activities. J

We know you may feel that this routing is the best way
possible to effect the least amount of people. However, it
will effect many more than just Horizon Hillg residents.
The impact to the entire Horizon liillscommunity and the out-
lying areas would be so tremendous we must implore you to
chooge an alternate route.

Thank you for your time.

Edward A. and Katherine M, Campbell

I
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PART G. COMMENTS

May 29,199S

. . .... ..... .. .,“

CaRfcmhrPublicUUIIUCSCommlxlon
c/o Asparrk3rwkonmcntifJmrrp
30423Cnnwd Slrccl,Srrl[c218
AgoumHills, CA 91301

CPUCAppllcrdlonNo.93.11.018

This Icllcr Is In oppsillon 10Slcrm PaclffcPowerCompmry’s(SPWO) prrrpasal10consmrcln subsmlionand
transmissionIlnc bmwccnAIIuras.CA andRcrm,NV. I’m sureyorr’rcnwomof tic cnvimrrmcrrldImpacl!hk
rfcsnction wouldhcvo10rhofmrdMd hw wUdllfcclongIhc rorrlc. You’ve wn kkmbcmrlyof tio landin barfr
CnllfanriacndNevadanadhaveseenkkrcanlmafstics rely on Ihcwcc for tick survival, ObviouslyIhosubslcllon
andkransmkionIlna wouldobsmcl khlsbcaulyanddisturbthennlmtis(Norscsdo n@Ofrc10wrdkurrdcrticm.)
SPFCOassuresus lk mclaf ‘H’ shad paleswUI ba pahrlcdan acccplablcbrown which wUI blendwith Ihc
tMdscapa,ff you havebeenin Ncvcrfa,you’vonollceekour “d~ tanand “sagcbmsh”grwn Iandwape. I cssum
youwc wIR SMIICOtheW f! plusbrownpclcs, Asldcfrommy ownselfishmasonsof wantingm continuovicwhrg
lhc beautifulland and wildlife, Ihk ICRCIIs prhnarRyfas Iha comfmrlngcxislcncoof lhk pdstinccarrhand Ihc
crcaIurcstint Iivc WIIIIher.

DcsldcsUICobviousvklbillly conccm,lhc nol.wobvlous hcalUIfactorsnrcrrcorrwm.
n.) The clccfsamagnticlow f~rrcmlcs cmlllcdfrom tic pcrwcrRrrmsad substationhave

been dccumcrrltib ccuscsubUedfsltices in humm whichmay IcadCMm mm
dislarbancw: Halhrchmrfons,memoryloss,sleepdc~vallon, “cloudymind”,andfa a
grmlcrcxlcnl, suicldcg,bbkhdafcchMd canccn

Dcckcr, Robcrs O. Cross Ctirrmfs. “Exlmmclyhw Fmqucncy (ELn RndlmlmrFrom
Elcclricd.PowerLlncs”,(1990), Cb. 8, p2W.217.

Ncw York PowerLhrcPmjcclStudy,1978,NYS PublicScrvlccCommission
World HealthOrgardsallcrr, fJcncva,1987, “MagncUcFields”

Tbcsccrc only a fcw of nboul50 rcfcrcnccsI hnvcin my pcsscsslmr.AlllmughSPPCOwill ICII
YOUlhcrc is an cnnchrsivcprrrurof Ihcscrkismrb;mcus,IIIC(I(xtlnlol)l;!litll)siscxlcnsivc.MOM
PCOPICrrrcbccrrmhrgnwomrrf lhcircnvimmncrrlmidnmcIhcsc[dfwls whenliving nearpower I
linci,

b.) There is a palcnlld fbc hnad. An cx.cmployccof SPPCOwlhlcsscdpawcr Iirws
slappingIogclhcrcmrslnga Ucmcndoasarchingand“flrcworks”dlsploy.Wind havbeen
clockedaround100mphh ddslomtiorr, ThLvhousingcommunllywill b in Jeopardy
from n ~uchamrd,

J

c.) A hummingdronewill occurw admillmkby SPKO. ~cy assureus“II won’t ba any
Ioudcrkhan(hesaundof MRs.” I movti here2 yearsago*UC lhcroIs ~ krafffc
nokc ondfmuldglccpbclkr. Wc will be givingup our~sccfrrl nlghk fcc a “tiffc 101?:2
nolsc”cfronc,Md kck”of SIUP. J

I’m moslrklslusbrkby Ilm uflcrrralivcsIholarcavaOablctlrmwrruldwlisfy SPKrr rmdnmkclhcrcsldmllsIsrppybul
whicham bchrgignoredbySPWO withconvcnlmlcxcuwg,

a.) SPKO lnsls~lhcy will be nblc10bcllcrservelhc consumcrcof tic RcnofiparkaOJW,
cs~iaUy dudngIimcsof poweroulagwasIhcy wouldnowhavea backup.~cy have ]0GP,

i2a.3
no! nccdcdlhk “backup”baforc, Downtimehrobccrrminlmakin rhc20 yearsI’ve been

I

I

i

In Rcno. AnyhowInslcadof Iba345 K Rrrc,120K Iincscanberr~d in cxislbrgcorrhfars
andmaybebu.ti, ~fs wouldpmvldcIhc samescrviccbutssfcr, OnceagainSPKO
inskk lhsl Nnnlng 2 @lcl Ibcs couldbe hasasdmsIncaccchcyWh faO dosinga

J

o17na[umf dhslcr. HoweverOrishashrr dormal IomklonsafongInlcrslalc80 WCSI(from
RCN) over lhc summll,al alon8 Ihcir Tracy substationcod wrr[h nearCarwn ~ly.
AppsrcnUynal~ dism[crswcm nora conccmIhcn.

b.) Pot tic MS k Ilnc undcrgmrmd.The costwouldbc crcmcndousal firsl,bul Ihcrcwould
baa very low mdnlcmmwWSI in lhc longrun. ~ia Rrrcwouldba bclbr sticldti as il ]0GP,
hcs 10bs M undwgmrmdand b bcllcr pmlecti from tic clcmcnk Ihal rdscvcground 12a4

Ihcs am cxpod m. ~is Is bccomlnga pmcticcin mapr ciIicsduc10!hclrovcmscof
abavcgroundcorrfdors,

c.) Don’t do II al nil, SPKO admils by s:]yirrg{his Iinc will be a “backup”in caseof
dls,w(crsIhnl they crrrrcmlyhave Ihc power {o serve Ibis nr~qeven wilh a growing ]0 ~1!
~pulalion.

SPKO ISnolconccmcdwl[hscrvbrgIbismcuin crsscsof cmcrgcncicsor olhcrwlscbul Irrs!cadndmi[sOrcywill ~
scrvlngIhcminesIn Nnrlhcns[Ncvudaandwill buynndSCIIpuwcrwlmlccalc10ncighhoringslrrtcs.Thch objcclivc.
asil busIdwuys~n iII Ilw 20 ywtmI“vcMII uconsumer,is lo rrmkeu pmfiI nrrlfurmt, bmfor lhcirshJrchuldcrs,10GP,

1204
Why musl Foplc, Ihc Ial)d, Otcmrlmrdsba srrcrificcdm supporrlhc Weeduf an ovcrk[ting muno~ly rkmlhm
rcsourccs10do mrytihrgit WMIShrCaUfmria, Nevada,andclsawhcm??

As wilh tic afsovcgroundlcslhrgof nukes,mustwc wdt 40 ycrrrsbeforeIhcgovcmmcn!burcmrmclcsacknowlcrfgc
lhc hamsfrdaffcclscau~ by powcrlhc radiation? 101$:7
Plfiw consldcrall lhccomcmsyouWIVC andhelpstopSPPCOfromcomhmhrgIIICunwammtddcswrrcllmr.You
will ccca bumperstlckcrin Ncvti,

Welcome ~ Nevada! Operated and Omed by Sltrm PnclflcPower Compaoy

ThankyOUl

Slnccrcly,

BrendaCdsIMl
2440 MamhulWily
Rcno,Nevada 8950d

Ltwmudin I lnriiun tlills nomSlc:ld:LIIlm IXL$Cuf PcnvincMmmIahI

xc: r20vcmorBobMiRcr,Navarfrr
ScnalorBIU Rrrgglo,Novads
ScnrdorRlch~d BryM,Ncvoda
ScnalorHarry Rcld, Nevada o
CullgmssWurmm~r~ VucMoviCh,Ncvrrdc
Bill Van Brrrgcnrr,U. S, ForeslSWlce
CbrrhsnanJulmMcmkwrr,NcvarfaPublicScrvlccCommission

RsrgcrOlack, Mike Reid, S[cvcYnrrnkhr,SPKO
AssemblyWomanJcaRLamkrf
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‘.” General Public
June 2, 1995 Comment Set 121
Ms. Julie Halli9an - California Public Utilities Commission

!

Reroute along existing 1 ines; do not impact pristine scenic
wildland!.

Mr. Peter Humm ~ Bureau
CIO Rspen Environmental
30423 Canwood St. l121a
Rgoura Hills, CA 91301

f{E: PERSONAL PROTEST OF
CPUC Application Number

of Land Management
Group

THE PLTURAS 345KV POWERLINE
93-11-OIB and SLM Case Number CACA-31406

Dear Ns, Flalligan and Mr. Humm:

1 am writing today as an E year resident of Horizon Hills, a ~mall
community on the northeast flank of Peavine mountain, and in the
direct line of the proposed power line. I am issuing my formal
protest against the planned routing of the Alturas 345KV powerline
as I feel that the area will be significantly impacted by this
routing decision. I am most concerned about the visual and
aesthetic degradation of an area which is currently a pristine
wildland mountain.

The powerline will come within 2500 to 3000ft. of our cOmmunitY and
right across an area which is currently used as a major recreation
site, There are two Btock ponds which the powerline will pass
between. Many people from the Reno area also come through Horizon
Hills to recreate on this side of the mountain.

9s other residents in the District, I too, purchased property in
the tiorizon Hills General Improvement District because of the rural
and aesthetic aspects of the location, knowing full well that we
were bordered to the south and west by Fore5t Service land. The
proposed powerline, 1 fear, will substantially impact the resale
value of my home as the aesthetic and recreational aspects of
living next to Peavine Mountain and being bordered by Forest
Service Land will be forever altered and degraded.

I am concern about the invasiveness of a Project of this magnitude
into a small community and onto the flanks of a pristine mountain
wild land. My personal peace and quiet, peace of mind and Spiritual
connectedness to this mountain environment will be forever
compromised. I am sickened by the thought of looking out and
seeing 90 to 120 ft. towers scaring the landscape.

I am concerned also about the future integrity of the mour)tain and
regarding future land use plans should this powerline go through.
What at the chances that Sierra Pacific will add additional lines
once this corridor goes through and what are the chances that the
Forest Service will allnw additinns tn an already impacted
landscape? When does it 5tOp?

1

I understand that the majOritY of this Power ‘s ‘or ‘he mining
interests in northern and northeastern Nevada. Also that the
amount of power that Sierra Pacific will be bringing in is 3x that
which they are currently using. 1 feel that this powerline is
designed to serve the interests of Sierra pacific’s shareholders
and the future prospects of being a supplier rather than a buyer of
power. This is a political and economic decision that will greatly
impact those of us along the proposed corridor. Based on the above
points, it seems more logical to consider routing the powerline
through northeastern Nevada to supply the Mining end users. I
seriously question the need to impact pristine wildland areas and
rural ranching environments along the eastern Sierra Front from
Susanville to Reno when there are existing lines with the carrying
capacity which would route the power more directly to the main
projected elld user5. Specifically, I would suggest that the 1000KV
line which passes through the Black Rock Desert, along the Granite
Range, down to Wadsworth, be utilized to handle additional carrying
capacity. This alternative seems viable, would have little impact
as it i5 a preexisting line, and would effect less people than the
current plan as it would pass through a less populated area. .

I do hope that the aesthetic and recreational imPaCt a10n9 a

pristine area will be outwelgt~ the benefits to Sierra Pacific and
that rerouting along existing corridors will be considered in the
final decision making process.

Res ectflllly Submitted,

&w

.

Cari Lockett,
Resident, Horizon Hills

Vvvvvlvvvvvvvvl lvvvvvvv
*.- *An A

CafiLcckcll
24%NopiCl,Reflo,NV89~
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Elvira Picotte

P.O. BOX 756
Alturaa,CA 96101

May 28, 1995

/1jl[lfii!lljlllil(j)1 1[11/II!; i.]~~ !f:,
]!.:IW1: ,!

. . . .. .. .. .

General.Public
Comment Set 122

Blvira Picotte
P.O. BOX 756
Alturas~ CA 96101

Julie Halligan/Peter Humm

CPUC/BLM
c/o Aspen Environmental Group

30423 Canwood St., Suite 218
Agoura flills,CA 91301

RE: Alturaa Intertie, CPUC #93-11-018, BLM #CACA 31406.

Dear Ms. Halligan & Mr. Humm;

The change in character of the environment by the preence of’
the tranamiaaion line structures was not diacuaaed in the
environmental impact reporE in relationship to the box canyon
at the north end of Daggert Canyon. Daggert Canyon haa
algnificant visual value that ia important ko the residents
of Modoc County. This ia made clear in the Modoc Board of
Superviaora resolution in ragardg to the north and east
aspect of khia canyon.

Tha BLM has a designated bike route in this area that
would be visually impacted to a significant, non-mitlgable
dea3ree.

On page C.8 of the environmental impact report, it 9tate9
“The changa in character of the environment would be signi-
ficant at the Tule Patch Spring Rest Area, Infernal Caverns
Battleground Memorial Monument, and Laasen Rad Rocks Scenic
Area.” Daggert Canyon waa not mentioned, buk should be
included. Number of visitors are greater thera than at the
Infernal Caverna, and the box canyon is a significant
geological structure (as ia the canyon just to tha east).
This area alao has further recreational potantial, due to
it’g proximity from Altuas.

Elvira Picotte

Ftil EIWS, Novmber 1995
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Julie Halligan/Peter Humm
CPUC/BLM
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St., Suite 21S
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

RE : Alturas Intertie
CPUC # 93-11-OIB
BLM flCACA 31406

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm,

Please.refer to page c.6-34 of the draft environmental
impact report written for the proposed power line thru
Modoc County. It gtateg that active faults are considered
a Clags 2 impact, only becauae they can be avoided. Yet
there is no effort to avoid the faults that have been
identified. The Rilltop Substation would be built very
near, and possibly on, a known fault. The only acceas
road, .Barnes Grade, ia built on a fault and evidence of
recent activity is obvious in the road cut, The line
followg the Likely Fault, but little ia done to suggest
avoidance.

Fault lines should have been an initial concern during
evaluation in determining the routing of this projact.
Instead, it appears to ba one of the last concerns, only
to be mitigated with future studies. Active faults can
be avoided and ghould be. Nothing ia earthquake proof.
Certainly, substation ghould not be considered even close
to an active fault.

Respectfully, o

Elvira Picotte

o(iP.
122.2
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. General Public

Comment Set 123
JUNE 1, 1995

TU : JULIE liAL1.IGAN/PETER HUMM
cPIJC/BLM
C/O flSPEN ENVIRONMENTAL
30423 CANWODD ST., STE. E18
fiGOURA HILLS, CA 91301

REt OLTURAS

MS. llALLIGflN

ON PAUE

INTERTIE, CFUC #93-11-018, fiLM tiCACO 31406.

AND MR. HUMM,

B-10 OF THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENT PREPARED
BY ASFEN ENVIRONMENTAL IT STATES, “SPPCO USED THE ROUTE REFINEM-
ENT PROCESS TO IDENTIFY THE MAPPED RESOURCES THAT COULD UE
ERSILY AVOIDED (1.JITN APPROPRIATE PRflTECTIVE FLAEQINQ IN THE
FIELD) RND THOSE THAT THEY bJOULD COMMIT TO AVOIDINO (THROUOH
ESTflBLISHMENT OF EXCLUSION ZONES OR THRflUBH ROUTING OF CONSTRUC-
TION OCCESS)”. YET TWE IMPACT SUMMARY TABLES 5HOkJN ON PAGE ES-47
SRYS, “ALL SENSITIVE SITES (FOR SPECIAL. STATUS SPECIES RND
llABI”rf$TSJ WILL BE LOCATED DURING PRE-CONSTRUCTION SURVEYS”. HOW
CAN T}JE CFIJC/BLM COMNIT TO PERMITTING 9 PROJECT WHEN POTENTIAI.LY
SIOIJIFICANT, POTENTIALLY CLhSS I BIOLOGICAL IMPACTS HAVE NUT BEEN
FULI.Y IDENTIFIED AND SITE-SPECIFICAL1.Y LOCATED? THIS IS A FRTAL

i

i

,’

01°Jl

I

I
i
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General Pnblic
Comment Set 125

June2,1995
CPUC #93-11-018

BLM Casel)CACA-31406

We arcwriting10expressour dismay over the proposedAJlums lntertic, specifically lhal
portion afong 395 bclwurr the Fort SageMountains and Bordcrtown, in the areaknow as
bng Valley. There arc severalpoints that wc would Iikc to make regarding the projecl.

First, thesupervisorsofSierra Counly and Ihc Planning Commissions of both Sierra and
ModocCountieshaverejectedthepro.cctosincompalablcwith the scenicand recreational

kvahrcsof the area. Do Ihe wishes oft cse electedofficials and of the Iocd residentscount
in the uhimntc dwision?

Second, the end-usersof tbc clcclricily supplied by the intertie arc in northcm Nevada. The
bcnifits 10the rcsidcrrtsof this areaarc negligible, cxpcchdly when measuredngninst Ibe
visurd degradation of our surroundln~s and the decline of ropcrty values.Why Ihcn,

Yshould the power corridor be placed m our front yards, rat lcr thnn a fcw mdcs away, in
Ncvndn?

For Ihntmat[cr,itseemsIhalallorptioftheintcrticcould bc placed underground, Sierra
Pacific’s proteststhat any rdtcmativcs10their roposcdroute arc too costly arcjust

Ylanghablc, considering what the rctums from t IISprojwt will bc over the next few dwadcs.

Long Valley, wllcrc wc make our home, is o beautiful and unspoiled place. Quilt frarddy,
wc arc sickcncd by the though! of wbnl Sierra Pucific pro oscd to dotoit.Ifilllowcdto

fgoforward, the Irrtcfiic project would forever ruin a magn ficent comer of Ibc western
Inndscape.

Thrmkyoufor tnking Ibe tirnc to readthis Icllcr. Wc hopelhn[youwill take Ihc above
points in cousidcralion in your fimrl decision nboul the Ahuras Iulcrtic.

RebeccaI{ayhursl
Chris Bauis
PO 52
ChilCOUl, CA 96105

orrP.12$1

....---- ...... ...... ..--+...
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P.O.BOX721
Alturao,CA 9b101

Juliellalligan/PeterIlumm
cPuc/BM
C/O Aspen hvlronmentil Group
30&3 CanwoodSt., Suite 218
Agoura llille, CA 91301

11- J
-,~[~j,)j~[[]j~:”: 5f29/95

. .

n

11]111); 19QJ ,

I
General Public

Jl::fi(~i-:111. . Comment Set 126
........ . .. . ..

RE:Altura9lntertie
CPUC#93-11418
D~ #CACA31/,Ob

To l~lomIt May Concern:

‘I?levioualoom~nentof thoDEIRfailoto addresethevalueduninhabited
aspectof ModooCounty.,my is visualvalueweightedon viewernumbersandavail
ablevigualacceas?Memorieeof Mdoc Countyarenotformedby streekingdown
Righway395 on thewayto Reno(aeindicatedon page C. 13-19 of the DEIR). ~ey
areformedwhenModocCountyis a tripte destination.PeoplethatvisitModoc
County(orlivehere,for thatmatter) aretypicallylookingforremoteness.
~st campingie doneprimitively.Thisis evidencedby thelackof developed
campgroundsin ModooCounty.Thereareofiya fewdevelo~dcamp~oundsand
thoeeareverygmallsadeemi-primitive.My dooenft theDEIRaddrea6Modoc
Countyforwhatit is andforwhatthepeoplewantit to be?

Morequestions,why is theDEIRwrittento fittheProjectilmy doesthe
BlJ4/CPUC!e DEIRaesume visual concerns andignorewhatthepaoplaof Mtioc
Countyhavebeentellingyouare theirconcerne?Remote areae, euch ae kggert
Canyon (only a few milee northwest of Nturae) arejustas important(or
~eeiblymoroimprtant) thanareaathataremorefrequentlyviewed.‘~]o
relativelackof acceaeibilityof DaggertCAnyonandthe InfernalCaverne adde
to theinteneityof theviewingex~rienco. my are theimpsctsaeeumedto be
leaabecauseareasarelittleknow or relativelyinacceeeible’i~]eDEIRmakes
aasumptionethataranotheed on fact. ‘IheDEIRASSm thatVRMindicator
canbeappliedtoprivateland(pegeC.13-15).TheDEIRASSW thatremote
areas have no vieual significance (page C.13-ZL, secondparagraghof C.13.2.1.1,
secondparagraphpsgeC.13-32).me DEIRASSW thatpeopledon’t eet Out
of theircarsin ModocCountyto accessviews. ‘Ihecitizeneof ModocCounty
treaeuretheirexpsneive,remoteviews. ~ey cheriehtheir“outof theway!l
vietso.‘1110sevorovisualimpccteof skyliningandplaoingstructureson hill
creeteandprominentpointehashen a heavilyexpreaeedconcern.Itieseconcerne
areamplifiedby resolutionsfromtheModocCountyPlming Commiaeion,the
ModocCountyBoardof Suprvieoreandmeetrecently,theCityof Alturae.Pleaee
reviewyourocopingletterstodate. my dceetheDEIRignorethispublicinput?
IhydoestheDEIRienorethenumberoneformof mitigation- avoidance?

me FACTof thematterie,theDEIRdidnotstudythe~ople of ModocCounty
or theirvioualneedeor expectitione.Concerne expreoeedin scopinecommente
aro beingignoredand insteadreplacedby aggumptions.Ihe themeforMdoc
Countyhaealwayebeen“mere thoIfestStillLivee”,andourlocalfaircarrieo
thethemell~lebet Prontier!t.‘fheciteof theproposedIlilltopsubohtionie
on !l~vilIa Gardenll. Thesetermo (andothere)imp~ thatModoore~identaare
proudof theirremoteness!

o6P.116.1

Mck andCathy&ldwin

Ftial EINS, November 1995
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6/2195

Julie Halligan/Peter H~
cPUC/BLM
CIO Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hil18, California 91301

General Public
CommentSet127

To Whom It May Concern,

The proposed Alturas Powerline Project. ha8 more drawbacks
than advantages. Therefore I am opposed to it~ construction.

Environmental disadvantages include: ite extremely high-
voltage which exceeds safety limits on domestic electrical ~ystem
and endangers the users of electrical appliances; electrical
field would have variable, though predictably certain detrimental
effects upon animals and plante within ite range; powerllnee
would create a major visual impairment along its corridor and
through the communities and park area; elec~r~cal field Would
haeten deterioration of the proposed natural gas pipeline along
itn corridor and result in leakage; euch powerful electromagnetic oIf:l
fields have been known to increase incidents of childhood cancer.

Sierra Pacific Power Company provides cuotomere with a
brochure of warnings about using various electrical appliances,
and other health hazarde from exposure. Who wants to wear a
nafety shield just to microwave a meal or uee a hair dryer?
People don’t settle into housee or rent apartments with the
intention of having to protect themselves from the simple
appliances of daily use and convenience. If they want to test
their ability to survive hazards and chow their bravery, they
can find other methods outeide their homes a~d away from their
familieg and other people. —

The powerline 1S for projected growth, not existing needs.
The unotable water resources don’t warrant much more community ]019:2expansion anyway, so why plan for nonexistent growth7

If additional powerlines are to be built, they should
utitize existing power corridor(s) rather than dierupt more
scenery and ecology. We should plan our commnuit 10~development ~;i
with an eye to maintaining and kestoring natural env ronmental
aeeets and maintaining our health.

Sincerely,

~te~e~]dSj

?Stephen Alastu
Citizen Alert Board Member
1077 Riverside Drive, Apt. #13
Reno, FJV09503
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General Public

=*U1, 1995 Comment Set 128

RE, ALTURAS TO RENO 345 KV POWER TRANSMISSION LINE
CPUC APPLICATION NO. 93-11-~lS38BLH CASE NO. CACA-31406

My Family and I find It appalling that the B.L.M., the U.S. Forest
Service, and the Public Servica Commiersions of Neveda and
California would even consider the permission of the proposed
nlturas to Reno 345 kv power transmirrrrionline.

The propoeed route of this tranrrmisrrionlina will carve a 165 mile

.

swath of destruction through some of our rapidly disappearing
srcanicareae on the California/ Nevada bordar, Particularly in the
case of my Family, Myself, and my neighbors, the trassrrmiaslonline
itsrouted high above the horizon across the unspoiled northaast
flank of Peavine Mountain. This area is devoid of any suoh
structure and rshouldremain that way.

Contrary to the belief of Sierra Pacific Powar Company, unspoiled
scenic land has a value to every citizen, And, every citizen has
the right to anjoy and the duty to preserve it. The duty to
praserva it especially lies with the U.S. Forest Service and the
B,L,M. whom the citizens entrust to take the stewardship of M
public lands.

nlthough the real need for this power line has not been proven to
the affected citizens, I suspeot that tha profit of Siarra Paaific
Power Company, not a ehortage of power, is the motivating forca
behind projeot. While at the same time , the negative Impact on the
affected citizen’s property values hae not been addressed by the
power company. If the Power Commissioners of California and Nevada
truly deem this project necassary, alternata and less conspicuous
routes along existing power corridors muet be used.

The construction of this transmission line upon the proposed route
will be a mistake that too many citizens will only realize after it
is too late. On their bahalf, I requerrtyour agenay to follow the
will of the citizens and deny the permission of this transmission
line as proposed,

‘StephenS. Thomas
8495 Mohawk Lane
Reno, NV. 89506

FJrsaIEIWS, Novaber 1995 G- 255
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In thacmcoflhc.~wcr transmissionline, ilga.,:;
‘BtillsrOttOOlalcfirourgovcrnmcnl ~ojm~$~lh~ :
poplo’a will onSlcmaPaclflcandprcvcnlthis

Ie csomfrombeln crccledln’oncofourrapldly

!‘~~PNaring *n careas,
t Ourgovcrnmenlshouldnolforgclthorcason
thfsnallonwasbom,

& ‘t@Phors8. Thornac, Rono :!.:
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General Public
Comment Set 130 ,

HAY 18, 1995
I

I
J. IIALL :GAN/P. IIUNH
CPLt C/BLN

AsPEN ENvlttoNHENTAL GRoup
30413 CANNOOD ST,, SUITE 218
AGOURA NtLLS, CA. 91561

REl ALTURAS lNTERTIE, CPUC #93-11-618, RLH # GACA 31466.

DEAR Ms. I{ALLIGAN AND Htt. l\utrN,

lNE DEIR STATES rtlAr pLANr COttNUNITtES AND SpECIAL srArus

PLANTS WILL BE AVOIDED BY SITINO THE STRUCrLtRES AND ACCESS
ROADS OUISIDE OF rNE LIMlrS OF TNESE RESOURCES, LrUr 11!6

Df!R OOES NOT SArlSFACrORILY ADDRESS rttE SECONDARY INPACTS

OF LocArfN6 aoAns AND sraucruaEs ADJACENT TO rttEsE cortHuNl-
rIEs. IMPACTS BY DAHAGING AN AREA ADJACENr rO A RESOURCE
CAN NAVE AS SIGNIFICANT LON6 rERH :NPACr AS DAHAGING rtlE

RESOURCE OlttECrLY. EROSION KS ONLY INoltrEcrLY DISCUSSEO,
AND ortlEa FAcroas, suctt AS CHANGE iN rttEamAL, Lfcttr AND WINO

LEVELS ARE IGNORED.

\{ABIrAIS OEPENO ON rNE NEALrtt OF AOJACENr tlABIrArS.

TNANK YOU FOR YOUR AITENrlON.

I
I

Fhal EINS, November 1995
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General Public
Comment Set 131

June 2, 1995

June Halllgan/Peter Humm .
C/O Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

m fllluras Intertle,CPffC #f193-I 1-018, 9LM #CflCfl-31~6 .

Dear Ms, Hall Igan and Mr. Humrn

We are vehemently opposed to Sierra Pacific Power Compon~’s
proposed power transmission Ilne to Reno, Neuada, which would run
directly through the middle of Modoc Count~’s most populated and
environmentally sensltlve areas, With an already established
transmission line corridor In Neuoda, It is absurd to even consider the
Modoc route.

How can Sierra Paclftc so blatantly disregard the rights of Modoc
residents who choose to Ilve here because of the clean environment, and
aesthetic value of this beautiful county.

Because of environmental destruction and health hazards, we belleve
the new Ilne to Rono needs to be placed In the exlstlng corridor already
designated for such power Ilnes. We say ‘NO” to this transmission Ilne
and the subsequent new corridor which will be established through Modoc
County, Put It In- where It belongsl

I

.,‘

I

Respectfully,

Ken &Norma Franklin
fllturas, Modoc Countg,
Callfomla

I
I

,;’ I

,.
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Julie 13aUigan - CPUC / Peter Humm - BLM
CIOAspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura HiUe, Ca. 91301

General Public
Comment Set 132

Rc: Proposed CPUC PowerLinethroughModocCountyCaUfornia

I havo the foUowing commente/queetion9 regarding the proposed power tine,

1) Utility Corrido~
Other alternative power hno routee have not been adequately
evaluated, For example there are already oxi8ting right away8 in
unpopulated northwestern Nevada that can bo utized. Why not
utilize a route in a lese populated area,

In the EIS future high voltage power Iineg along the proposed power
line routo have not been addro98ed. What aro the future plang for
oxpan8ion and oxtongion of thi8 power fine to other metropoEtan area8,
For oxamplo the BPA Power Mne you plan to hook into on the Devile
Gardrm wag not to bo expanded when congtrncted in 1983. Officifl
aeked directly if the power line would bo oxpaned or extended said
oxpan6ion would not occur. Yettoday your a8king to expand o&of thi8
exi8ting high voltage electncd Jinb. You need to addreeg thie queetion.

2) VieualAe9thetice:
The propoged toworg that can be 8oen on the horizon (eky lining) rmd
through the va~ey do not conform to the Modoc County Plan. You
have not addre89ed thig iggne adequately.

People who five in Modoc County and tourigtg who come to Modoc
County come to experience wide open gpaceg without vieual
impairment 8uch a8 high voltage power linee. Vieud impairment hag
not been adequately addre98ed? What economic effect wiR the vieud
in]J)airnlcnt have on touriern, peoJ)le moving to Modoc County, and
J]roJ]crly owners land values within the vigual proximity of tho powor
line?

Burying the J)ower line ag it paggeg through the Valley jugt wegt of
fltura~ to reduce vigual impairment hag not been addregeed. You
8hould addre89 the iegue of burying thig Power Line. Economice is not
an iggue either - fore the power company wiR pace the expenee on to

]0IYil

10GPO132-2

]0GP.132.3

I
,

I

I

the congumer in the metropoEtan area8 serviced by the J]ower line.
Aturag and Modoc County receive no benefit from this high voltage
power Uno fore we have adequate electricity now from power tinee in
Modoc County.

3) What affect do high voltage power lineg have on young developing
children and adulh? Recent studieg in the northwe8t have indicated
that tho immune responee of sheep can be affected by high voltage
power line9,

4) Mediation:
AU mediation meaeureg need to be addre8sed prior to tho beginning of
construction of the high voltage power line, Sierra PacMc has made it
clear that time is monoy, and money is of greate8t importance to them.
This indicateg that once approved they wiU not care what impactg the
power line will have on the environment antior humang. There only
god will be to run over everyone to get the power line built. Sierra

JoGP.132.s

]0GP.1324

1
01?!7

Pacific 9houId be required to pay for an independent ingpector that hae
the J]ower to terminate construction activities if agreed upon wildlife,
visnd aesthetics (quality of life) and construction stipulation aro not
met, 1

Sincerely

Rick Delmae, B.A., M.S.
213 Poplar Street
AJturae, Ca. 96101
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Knflfn(:[;rs
ICI(,qOO)692.07S7
filx(ROOJ692.0787

1
General Public ~

Comment Set 135 INVOICE

PUBLIC CO~ENTS

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY

ALTURAS TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORTI

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

I I

B/ ‘\ Eatih
., %,(

\\ ,,, Engineers.,... ..”

Prepared for:

ASPEN ENVIRONMENTALGROUP

June 1, 1995

,
I

I

1

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

Ms. Julie Halligan, CPUC
Mr. Peter Huron,BLM ‘
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Earth Engineers
R. Mark Arnstrong
P.O. eox 1051
Alturas, CA 96101
EIN 94-318-4996

June 1, 1995

Public Conmenta: Sierra Pacific Power Company, Alturas
Transmission Line Project, Draft Environmental Impact
Report/EnvironmentalInpact Statement. At the requestof
Aspen Environmental’s Project Manager, I became involved
in this project.

Research and Review
Field Work
Preparation of Testimony
Court Time 5/22-5/25
Report Writing
Production of Documents
Mileage, Telephone,

Videotape, Filn,
Photo and Video
Reproduction

75 hours @ $ 60/hour $4,500
50 houre @ $ 60/hour 3,000
80 hours e s 80/hour 6,400
30 hours @ sl10/hour 3,300
30 hours @ $ 751hour 2,250
42 houre @ $ 45/hour 18890

Total’Currently Due $21,965
=m.====

After 30 days a fee of 1.5% per month of total will be added to the
total.

G- 264



mEarl}t I’.(J. Ibx 640,Aiiilbrnc, CA 94030

, Knpln(!(!r.s

!el(800)692-0787

fax(800)692-0787

June 1, 1995

Ms. Julie Halligan, CPUC
Mr. Peter Humm, i3LM
c/o Aepen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hille, CA 91301

Subjeot: SCH # 94042001, CPUC Application No. 93-11-018,
U.S. BLM Case # CACA-31406

Dear Us. Halligan and Hr. Humm:

We understand that doing Environmental Impact Report/Environmental
Impact Statement (EIR/Ss) on projecte of this magnitude can be,
and is, difficult at times. The magnitude and soope of the
investigation require that numerous diverse elements be analyzed
for interconnection. It is also important that the client, in this
ease Sierra Pecific Power Company, cooperate fully with the
investigation.

During the public comment period, we became aware of numerous
oversights in the Draft EIR/S. Becauee of the numercus oversights
and IIfatalflaws!ldetermined during our analysis, it would be in
the public’s best interest to not allow this project to proceed
forward as propoeed. The flaws discovered could have far-reaching
effects that would cost the public dearly.

Because Sierra Pacific is the proponent of this project, we are
billing them, through Aspen Environmental Grcup, on a strict time
and materials basis, as allowed us as an intervener.

Section 15093 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
Statement of overriding Considerations,requires decision makers to
balance the benefits of a proposed project against unavoidable
environmental riske in determining whether to approve a propcsed
project. If the benefits of a proposed project outweigh the
unavoidable adverse environmental effects, the adverse
environmental effects may be considered acceptable. However, the
numerous adverse effects that impact both the existence of species
and the quality of life for numerous people, as is evident in the
decisions of regulatory bodies that oppose this project, speak
volumes to the acceptability of this projeot. Sierra County
oppcses the projeot; Uodoc County opposes the project as proposed;
and the City of Alturas voted 5-O on May 30, 1995, to oppose the
Alturas Intertie as proposed. We contend that the adverse effects
greatly outweigh the benefits to the residents of California.
Lassen County could ba serviced from the Nevada Corridor.

Ftial EINS, November 1995
G- 265

Due to the time of year of the public comment period, field
analyeis wae difficult, to say the least. At the public hearing in
Alturas, California, we asked for additional time, anticipating the
difficulties that would arise from conducting field studies in the
spring. However, we believe thatwe have significant evidence that
should be considered. This evidence indicates that there are
significant environmental risks’to the reliability and convenience
of the proposed project that outweigh the public need for the
proposed project. Some of our analysis has been done in a hastier
fashion than we typically are comfortable with. However, we
believe, by the weight of the evidence, that this project is ill-
conceived and understudied. The proposed alignment hae significant
unmitigatable adverse environmental and socioeconomic impacts. We
have supplied a videotape of portions of cur analysis for your
consideration. Thie videotape cen be viewed on a standard VHS
video caesette recorder (VCR). We are also enclosing cur invoice.

Sincerely,

Councilman, City of Alturas
California Registered Environmental
Assessor #03713
California Registered Geolcgist #6134
Registered Professional Geologist
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PART G. COMMENTS

It is clear, after examining the environmental documentation, that’
a firm based in the metropolitan Los Angeles area understands
neither the sensitive environmental nature nor the rural community
nature of Modoc County. It ie aleo apparent that the scope and
size of thie project overwhelmed Aspen Environmental Groupte
resources, thereby caueing a leee-than-adequate analyeie of the
project.

Adverse environmental effeote caused by the use of hydroelectric
power, and source reliability of the hydroelectric power, in the
Columbia River baein were not analyzed in the Draft EIR/S. Growth
impacts of the Reno/Sparks area and the availability of water to
allow growth were not studied. Therefore, nothing but cursory
commente on what should be considered fatal flaws can be made in
thie public comment report.

CONCLUSIONS

There are numerous Claee One mitigatable impacts that have been
neither examined nor budgeted into the proposed project. The cost
of mitigation may outweigh the benefits of thie proposed project.
Thie condition would have been avoided if Sierra Pacific would have
made an attempt to use exieting corridors. A benefit-versus-cost
analyeis will be forthcoming from the Honorable Richard Careaga.
The true coet must therefore be presented. The Modoc County
Supervisor have passed a resolution requesting burial of the power
line. The City of Alturae eupports thie resolution by a vote of 5-
0. The cost of burial has been estimated to be $4 million/mile.
Streem crossings must be proparly engineered and designed, the cost
of which has been eetimated to be $120 million. These coets would
be incurred to mitigate the impacts of this project as proposed.
The alignment transects the Likely Fault; the cost of mitigating
thie portion of the alignment is variable but could be millions of

—— dollare.
Biological resources were not adequately analyzed for a proposed
project of thie scope, magnitude, duration, and complexity. 10lf:3 The benefit of thie project will go to 40,000 people in the

Truckee/Lake Tahoe region, but can those 40,000 people pay for the
mitigations required to reduce the impacts of thie project to an
acceptable level? Or should an alternate route be chosen?

It ie the opinion of Earth Engineers that geological provincee
should be studied to determine the routing of projects of this
scope. Thie would prevent the long-term problems that would
inevitably arise from citing the alignment without addressing the
issue of geological provinces. By not ueing that planning
philosophy, numerous unmitigatable problems would arise from the
proposed alignment. Because tha geology changes at a much slower
rate than any other element, geologic concerns should be addressed
first. The cost to mitigate concerns of a geologia and hydrologic
nature presented by the proposed alignment could be more than the
total budget of the proposed project.

Land uee planning is essential when studying a project of this size
and magnitude. To ensure that the project is consistent with
county General Plans and affected city General Plane, these
documents should be etudied independently by the proponent or the101?$s
proponents consultant. The noise of the power line could be
disruptive to both residents and tourists.

Public health and safety concerns on a project of thie size and
nature should be expanded beyond the typical concerns related to]01:{3
electromagnetic radiation from power linee.

The impact on socioeconomic and public services of the propoeed
Alturas Intertie will be discussed to determine if there is any]0CP.

135.7

benefit to Alturas.

Visual resources would be severely impected by the proposed
alignment. The views from the City of Alturas have not been

10
GP.

considered during this process. No mathod has baen devised ko 13s.8

compensate those people who would lose valuable visual resources if
construction of this alignment proceede.

1

Mal EIMS, November 1995
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PART G. COMME~S

MOLOGICAL ~

Adverse environmental effects on the osprey were not considered.
The oeprey is a listed endangered spscies. Why was this species
not analyzed during the Draft EIR/S process? What effects will the
loss of or reduction ii fish habitat caused by the proposed
alignment heve on the osprey?

oGPO13s.10

The north end of the Madeline Plains should be considered a
valuable habitat resource for wetlssndsspeciee like ducks and other
creatures. why was it not considered so? The plants and aniMalS
found in the north end of the Madeline Plains indicate that this
area should be considered a valuable resource and habitat. Why was
it not considered so? What mitigation measures have baen devised
to protect the Madeline Plaine from changes in drainage and fluid

1

0l~fil
flow during construction of the proposed alignment and during
annual monitoring of the proposed power line? Were fairy shrimp
found in the Madeline Plains? This area appsars to be prime
habitat for that type of biota. Were the mud flate examined
closely to determine if fairy shrimp or other similar biota are
present in the mud flats region of the proposed alignment?

If stream turbidity increases during construction, what endangered
turtles, amphibians, and fish species will be lost forever due to
the installationof this alignmentwithout proper stream crossings?

1

0
GE
13s.12

We don’t believe you can answer that question, but it is set forth
for your cogitation.

. .

.,

.,

The obstruction of views due to this alignment, and the lack of
studies on and communication with the Native American people of
this area, are of great concern and speak to the unreliability of
the Draft EIR/S analysis. The area around Infernal Caverns has
great historic and cultural significance and should be further
studied. Why were no Native Americana or Native American
historians of the area consulted during the Draft EIR/S analysis?
The Draft EIR/S discussed on page C.4-17 llAprogram to identify and
make initial contact with Native Americans potentially affected by
the Proposed Project is described in Ssction C.4.1.3.3.it Would it
not be more prudent to study these highly impacted groups prior to
further disrupting their livee? Is this not a violation of case
law?

oGP.13s.13

Why were views from places that could be considered for inclusion
in the National Registration of Historic Places, such as the Niles]0l~fi4Hotel in Alturas, not addressed?

As described in the Natural Resources Element of the Uodoc County
General Plan, there are numerous campgrounds--at Blue Lake in
Lassen Countyl at Patterson; at Mill Creek Falls, SOuP SPrin9s~
Lower Roberts Reservoir, Dorris Reservoir, and Big Sage Reservoir--

1
0OP.that fall in or around the proposed alignment. These resources may
13s.1s

be impacted. What studies have been done to determine if these
cultural resources will be impacted? What would bs the economic
impacts on Uodoc County?

The proposed alignment crosses the route of the Applegste Trail.
It also crosses the route of the Lassen Trail. It paeses near the
following historic locations: Dorris Bridge; the grave of Lt. John
Madigan; and the camp of a fur brigade of the Hudson BaY ComPanY
under the command of John Work. The alignment would be visible
from the Nevada-California-Oregon Railroad, which came through

I

o(:P!Alturas in 1908 and constructed an office in Alturas. The proposed
13s.16

alignment would be visible on Likely Mountain from the Infernal
Caverns battleground, Registered State Historical Landmark No. 16.
What effect will this alignment have on these cultural and historic
resources? What economic impact will thie have on the region? By
degrading the quality of these sites, less paople will be
interested in viewing these resources, and the viewings will be
less authentic.

On pages R-7 and R-8 of the Natural Resources Element of the Modoc
county General Plan, the following activities are listed, which are
engaged in and cherished and therefore should be preserved in Hodoc
County: horseback riding, hunting, organized sports, rock
hounding, scenic drives, trail bike riding, water sports, and
winter sports. The proposed alignment will be vieible from Highway
395 on the entire drive from Alturas to Madeline in Modoc County.
Therefore, the alignment is in conflict with statements on pageR-8
of the General Plan regarding scenic drives.

4

0lfspi7
oCP
!3s.18
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PART G. COMMEmS

On page 29 of the City of Alturas General Plan, scenic quality and
its intangible but important value is mentioned as something to be
preserved.

A significant cultural resource to the City of Alturas is the
views. We find it abhorrent and irresponsibleof Sierra Pacific to
degrade our view over Modoc National Wildlife Refuge by installing
a Power transmission line that will be visible from Alturae pact
Likely. What are the long-term economic ramification for the City
of Alturas associated with destroying such a viewshed?

Page 30 of the City of Alturas General Plan states: llAltUrasis .
located in an area which has rich historical significance and
strong cultural heritage. As a reeult, the area contains numerous
historical and cultural reeources which are important not only to
maintaining Alturas~ western rural character but aleo attracting
tcurism tc the area.” We find that this proposed power line would
degrade cur western rural character, would do nothing to attract
tourism, and would degrade our rich historical significance and
strong cultural heritage and therefore is not in compliance with
the City of Alturas General Plan. .

Fb3aIEINS, Novesaber 1995

‘o1858
0r;p.
!3$19

oGP.13s.20

If geology is not considered prior to choosing an alignment fcr a
structure of this significance, financial problems will arise. The
proper way to design and build structures of this nature is to
start by examining the geology first, not last. It is apparent
that geology was not given any consideration in the initial

,. planning phase of this alignment but was studied after the
t alignment was chosen. Why is that?

The installation of the proposed power line will establish a
corridor. There have not been encugh studies to determine if this
alignment is appropriate as a corridor. Natural conditions along
this alignment may cause an increased maintenance cost as compared
with other alignments, and/or as compared with already existing
corridors, thereby causing Sierra Pacific tc increase the cost of
power to its cuetomers. A significant loss of property values due
to a natural phenomenon could cauee the stock of Sierra Pacific to
drop in value.

There are at least four significant geologic conditions that could
I cause higher-than-typical installation and maintenance costs. The
I four conditions have not besn studied in the Draft EIR/S to such a

level of detail that we would be comfortable determining the
additional cost of installation and maintenance however, we will
provide a rough, conservative estimate for each conditicn. Sierra
Pacific may not have planned for these conditions, because these
conditions have either not been addressed or have been
underaddressed in the environmental documentation provided. We
will addrees the four conditions that cccur alcng this alignment in
their order of significance.

As indicated cn Map 31 of 33 of the Draft EIR\S, special
engineering and construction design criteria are required at stream
crossings. The maintenance roade below the power lines require, at
the very least, culverts at stream crossings. Some utilities
believe they are exempt from Chapter 70 of the UBC; however,
utilities are exempt frcm these requirements for excavation
purposes only. The maintenance road under the power line and the
access roads will generally require a road base or fill; therefore,
the building of the roads under the power lines ie a grading
activity and not an exempt excavation, Therefore, the utility
company should not be exempt frcm the requirement of Chapter 70 of
the UBC. The roade on Devils Garden under the power lines requirsd
a road base so that the roads could remain open during the rainy

i’ season. These requirements have not always been followed by Sierra
I Pacific during construction, but to preserve the water quality,

prevent erosion, and preserve groundwater potential, surface water
crossings must be correctly designed and constructed. This is true
if a read is considered permanent or temporary.

I

i
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The Draft EIR/S documents two stream crossings, and 16 wetlands or ]08P.riparian crossings, while in reality there are at least 80 13s.24

6



crossings (see the Hydrology section of this public conment
report). The cost per crossing plus the cost of maintaining each
crossing could make this alignment less economically feasible than
another alignment. The blatant disregard for the streams and
stream croseings must be a purely economic decision on the behalf
of Sierra PaciCic. The cost of a stream crossing could be as high
as $1,500,000 depending on the size of the stream and the
requirements of the siting. Sierra Pacific has budgeted two of
theee crossinge, while in actuality this alignment will require at
leaet 80 crossings. The cost differential of this shorteightadness
could be $120,000,000, or nearly the entire budgak of the”project,
just for stream crossings that Sierra Pacific wishes to overlook.
If stream crossings are not done correctly, the damage to the land
and to the watersheds would be environmentally unacceptable. .

Map 6 of 33 of the Draft EIR/S indicates that the present alignment’
of the proposed power line is directly on the surface trace of the
Likely Fault (see Appendix B). Appendix B is a map of active
faults or-potentially active faults designated by C.F. Richter.
The Likely Fault is deemed by the USGS to be active and therefore
has moved in historic time. The probability of the Likely Fault
moving at least once during the life of thie project is extreme.
The probability of the Likely Fault moving more than once during
the life of thie project is good. Designating a corridor along an
alignment that follows the surface trace of an active fault seems
to bs irresponsible if other alignments are available. The cost to
stockholders and customers when the fault moves will be at least
the cost of rebuilding the five miles of the line. The last 100
years have been a relative quiescent period seismically in
California. If the recurrence interval increases to 20 years, if
the cost per episode is $650,000, and if the life of this project
is 200 years, then the customers and stockholders will be required
to pay an additional $6,500,000 for this poor alignment choice.
The additional engineering and construction cost to meet the
requirements of building the propoeed Power line acrose a known
active fault would be saved if the proposed alignment were changed.
Using the proposed alignment as a corridor would increase the
destruction, inconvenience, and power interruptions when the Likely
Fault movee, and that is likely to happen. .

Why is the surface trace of the Likely Fault being used as a route
for this power line?

To accurately estimate the cost of the damage that would occur to
the power line over the life of the line, the reoccurrence interval
is required and the maxinum probable earthquake must be known.
What is the maximum probable earthquake on the Likely Fault? What
is the dip and amount of slip on the Likely Fault? Where are the
surface rupture locations on the LikelY Fault? can you predict ‘he
location of future surface ruptures?

i’

In the rebuttal testimony of John Owens, the engineer for Sierra
Pacific, he displayed a fault map of Nevada; however, active faults
in Nevada are eparse.

What is the ~ t of the Likely Fault now if an earthquake of
Riohter megnitude 7.5 occurs on the fault? What will the intensity
of the Likely Fault be if the proposed power line ie installed? Is
it prudent to design a etructure on an active fault? Is it
sensible to design structures along five miles of an active fault?
Is it in our eociety’s best interest to design structures along the
surface trace of an active fault? Does the active fault affect the
reliability of the proposed powar line? Will it be convenient to
have to fix a power line if it falls down during an earthquake? Is
it necessary for this power line to transverse the surface trace of
the Likely Fault? Would it not be more prudent to align this
structure in another location? What evidence do you have that
indicates this power line will withstand a Richter magnitude 7.5
earthquake with surface rupture on the Likely Fault? It is evident
from the qualifications of John Owens that he has never designed
structures in the State of California. What gives you tha
confidence to believe the proposed structures will meet the
requ~rements set forth by the State of California?

The fault located just eaet of APN2 may have e sister fault or
splay that would intersect the power line at mile marker 2.
Evidence in the road cut indicatee that this may be true. The
fault trending northeast-eouthwest and the eurface trace that has
been mapped less than 300 feet from the substation could be dipping
under the substation, thereby causing inherent.weakneeees in the
underlying rock. If the fault system is not studied more
completely, the weight of the structures that is applied to the
rock may cause the rock to fail and damage the towere or the
substation. Therefore, it would only be prudent to study the fault
system with eeismic methods or physical methods to determine the
strength of the underlying rock at the substation site. Why was
this not done in the Draft ElR/S? There appear to be fractures and
offset in the Hodoc lava near the road cut. Has that been
examined?

o1~%6

oG?
13s.27
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Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 7 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 34.9 not
delineated as sensitive hebitat?

Because streen crossings are so important, why on map 7 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 35.4 not
delineated as eensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 7 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek et approximately mile post 35.7 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 7 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 36.5 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 13 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 64.6 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are eo important, why on map 14 of 33 wae
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 68.3 not
delineated as eensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 14 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 69 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Becauee stream crossings are so important, why on map 14 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 70.4 not
delineated as eensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so ~mportant, why on map 14 of 33 wae
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 71.8 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 14 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile poet 72 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 15 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 72.3 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 15 of 33 wae
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 72.5 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 15 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 73 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 15 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 73.9
delineated as seneitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 15 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 74.4
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are eo important, why on map 15 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 75
delineated as eensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 16 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 80
delineated ae eensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are eo important, why on map 18 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 88.3
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 18 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 88.6
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream croesings are so important, why on map 19 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 93.3
delineated as seneitive habitat?

Becauee stream crossings are so important, why on map 20 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 98.8
delineated as sensitive habitat?

was
not

was
not

was
not

was
not

wa9
not

was
not

was
not

was
not

Becauee etream croseings are so important, why on map 24 of 33 was
the croseing of the creek at approximately mile post 118.7 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are eo important, why on map 24 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 119.8 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossinge are so important, why on map 24 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile poet 120.7 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 24 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 121.4 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 24 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 121.8 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

11 12
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Becauee stream crossings are 50 important, why on map 24 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 122.6 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because etream crossings are eo important, why on map 25 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 124.2 not

delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream croesings are so important, why on map 25 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 124.3 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Becauee etream croseings are so important, why on map 25 of 33 was
the croesing of the creek at approximately mile poet 124.5 not
delineated as seneitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 25 of 33 was
the croseing of the creek at approximately mile post 127.4 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 25 of 33 was
the cro&sing of the creek at approximately mile post 128 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 27 of 33 was
the croesing of the creek at approximately mile post 134.4 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 27 of 33 wae
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 137.3 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 28 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 139.4 not
delineated as eensitive habitat?

Becauee etream croeeings are so important, why on map 28 of 33 wae
the croesing of the creek at approximately mile post 142.3 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 20 of 33 was
the croseing of the creek at approximately mile post 142.4 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why.on map 28 of 33 was
the oroesing of the creek at approximately mile poet 142.6 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Becauee etream crossings are so important, why on map 28 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 143.2 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

13
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Because stream croesings are so important, why on map 28 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 143.4 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

1 Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 29 of 33 was
the crossing of the crkek at approximately mile post 143.9
delineated as sensitive habitat?;.

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 29 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 144.5
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Becauee stream crossings are so important, why on map 29 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 145.3
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 29 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 146.4

delineated ae eensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are eo important, why on map 29 of 33
the croesing of the creek at approximately mile post 146.0
delineated as aeneitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 29 of 33
the croesing of the creek at approximately mile post 147.5
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Becauee stream crossings are so important, why on map 30 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 149
delineated as eensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are eo important, why on map 30 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 149.2
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 30 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 150.9
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Becauee stream crossings are eo important, why on map 31 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 154.5
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 31 of 33
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile poet 155.5
delineated as sensitive habitat?

not

was
not

was
not

was
not

was
not

was
not

was
not

was
not

was
not

was
not

waa
not

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 31 of 33 was
the crossing of the ‘creek at approximately mile post 156.1
delineated as one of the only creeks that is considered to be
sensitive habitat?

14
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Because stream crossings are so inportant, why on nap 31 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 157.3 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 31 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile pest 157.6 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 31 of 33 wae
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 158.2 not
delineated ae sensitive habitat?

Because etream crossings are so important, why on map 31 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 158.4 nok
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because etream crossings are so important, why on map 32 of 33 was
the croesing of the crack at approximately mile post 159 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream croesinge are eo important, why on map 32 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 159.2 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because etream croseings are so important, why on map 32 of 33 wae
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 160 delineated
as sensitive habitat.while 89 other streams were not?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 32 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 160.2 not
delineated as sansitive habitat?

Bscauee etream crossings are so important, why on map 32 of 33 was

the crossing of the creak at approximately mile poet 160.8 not
delineated ae sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossinge are so important, why on nap 32 of 33 wae
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 161.3 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream croesings are so important, why on map 32 of 33 wae
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 161.5 not
delineated as eensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 32 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 162.2 not
delineated as sensitive habitat?

Because stream crossings are so important, why on map 32 of 33 was
the crossing of the creek at approximately mile post 162.S not
delineated ae eensitive habitat?

oCP.13s.18

~
I
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I

I

Stream crossings are environmental issues that must be addressed
fully, and the Draft EIR/S has obviously not addressed this issue
in any detail. Fish will be affected, along with other types of

1
0I$Jiaaquatic life. Flooding and erosion will.increase along stream

banks if the crossings are not engineered correctly.

Worker safety is also an issue. If a crew ie required to go out to
fix a line hit by lightning during a storm and the stream crossings
are not designed properly, then the crew may becone stuck, or10GP.a13s.19
worse.

What is the fartheet distance a worker will havs
if stuck in a stream bed under the alignment?

By ignoring the etream crossings mentioned above,
following endangered plant life could and most
affected:

Alisma gramineum
Calochortus longebarbatus

Carex atherodes
Carex sheldonii
Corydalis caseana ssp. caseana
Downingia laeta
Drosea anglica
Gratiola heterosepala
Opuntia pulchella

to walk for help
J

at a minimum
likely wculd

Which one of the aforementioned plants would it be acceptable
lose?

the
be

to

The additional erosion and sedimentation caused by the lack of an
engineered stream crossing could cause endangered species of plants
to no longer exist in thie area, taking a significant habitat and
reeource away from this area. .J

By ignoring the stream crossings mantioned above, at a minimum the
following endangered fish could and meet likely would be affected:

1
Chasmistes brevirostris
Deltistes luxatus
Catostomus microps
Lavinia symmetricus mitrulus
Mylopharodon conocephalus

Which one of the aforementioned fish would it be acceptable to
lose?

The additional erosion and sedimentation caused by the lack of an
engineered stream crossing could cause endangered species of fish
to no longer exist in this area, taking a significant habitat and
resource away from thie area.

oGP.13s.30

oOP.13S31

I

15 16

G- 274



- ..
...
j

PART G. COMME~S

By ignor~ng. the stream crossings nentioned above, at a ninlmun the
following endangered amphibians and reptiles could and nest likely
would be affected:

Rana pretiiosa
Scaphiopus intermontanous
Clemmys marmorata marmorata

The additional erosion and sedimentation caused by the lack of an
engineered strean crossing could cause endangered species of
anphibiane and reptiles to no longer exist in this area, taking a
significant habitat and resource away from thie area.

Which one of the aforementionedamphibians and reptiles would it be
acceptable to lose?

As we are all aware, the fabric of nature is intertwined. If one
creature or a group of creatures is removed from an environment,
the balance is offset. If the balance is lost, it becomas very
difficult for the environment to recover. The northeaet portion of
California is one of the last etrongholde for sone endangered
species. These species nay be pushed over the edge if the water
quality is allowed to ba degraded.

Because not only endangered species will be lost but habitat lost
as well if stream crossings are not engineered correctly, the
ramifications could force additional aninale onto the endangered
speciee liet.

With all the cumulative impacts that would occur by ignoring etream
croseings, why were so many of the stream croseings along the
right-of-way ignored during the planning of the alignment?

The Madeline Plains (see videotape and Figure 7) and mud flats
should be examined further to determine the nature and extent of
the wetlands in these areas. Photographic evidence and six months
of observations indicate that these areas are wetlands. What
evidence do you have that indicates the north end of the Madeline
Plains is not a wetlands?

17
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o(:R135.33

0cr.13s.34

5AND USE

As a society, we have determined that it is important to have
epecific areas designated for specific uses. This is the concept
known in the planning field as zoning. With respect to utilities
of the nature and type discussed in the Draft EIR/S, existing
utility corridors should be utilized whenever possible. There is
an existing utility corridor that proceeds east from Alturas over
Cedar Pase. There is an existing utility corridor in Nevada. The
General Plan of Hodoc County statee that terrain features shall be
protected. Yet from the City of Alturas, this utility will be seen
along nearly the entire route in Modoc County. The Modoc County
Supervieore, along with the Hodoc County Planning Department, have
developad further mitigation measures to nove the alignment back
fron the rim on Devils Garden and bury the alignnent across the Pit
River Valley. Burial is most likely cost-prohibitive and
infeasible. However, Sierra Pacific ehould have planned tQ use
existing utility corridors for the entire alignment, if possible.,

0OP.
135.3s

1’

Could chairlifts be supported by theee type of tower structures?
l{aeany consideration been given to the value of the views that
would be destroyed along this alignment? Has any consideration

10
(:Q.

been given to the Elements within the Uodoc County General Plan
13S.36

that indicate terrain features are not to be degraded? Hae any
consideration been given to the CEQA sections that indicate terrain
features should not be degraded? Hae any consideration been given
to the possibility of generating power clos~r to the need for
power, i.e., the Reno/Sparks area? When the future Nevada power10lfsQj7plant comes on line, will that not alleviate the need for this
proposed transmission line?

Why does this propoeed power line not use existing utility
corridors? Will this proposed power line create a new utility
corridor south from Alturas in Modoc County? Have there been
adequate studies alcng this alignmant to create a new utility
corridor? Because there have not been enough studies to allow this
alignment to become a new utility corridor and because placing thie
line will cause this alignment to become a new utility corridor,
why should we, the public, allow Sierra Pacific to place a line
without proper analysis of the alignmant?

It should be noted, and have you considered, the opinion of the
Alturas City Council voting 5-O in support of the Uodoc County
Supervisors’ Resolution, as stated previously?

1
I

I

I
18

G- 275

0or. I
13s.38

I

.



PART G. COMMENTS

A 345 kV line will cause a low murmur/htin. Have the psychological
health effects of that type of noise pollution been studiedJO

Gr.
13s.39

adequately?

WLIC ~ A~~ SAFW

Uodoc county is a rural area. Receiving notices of disasters and
other news can be difficult at times in rural areas. Many families
in the area are living below the poverty level. Others just refuse
to have televisions in their homes. Therefore, the major source of
information is via radio. After 10 P.M., the local Alturas radio
station goes off the air. Therefore, many people listen to the
long-range ‘Iskipllof KGO from San Francisco, KOA from Denver, and
other statione from San Francisco, Reno, Salt Lske City, Los
Angeles, Albuquerque, and other areas. Has consideration been
given to the loss of these information sources? By what method
would Sierra Pacific compensate for or regenerate these information
sources?

When driving long distances, many commercial truck drivers and
passenger car drivers find the radio to be stimulating, keeping
them awake and alert. Placing the proposed power line along
Highway 395 will definitely interfere with radio reception. Has
any consideration been given to the rights of the public to utilize
these radio frequencies? Has any consideration been given to the
safety effects of radio listening during long drives?

oCP.
13540

0GP.
13WI

opening up nsw terrain without properly designed roads will
definitely cause people to become etranded in remote areae miles
from the nearest telephone or service.

1

0
(:P.

What safeguards have been 13s43
contemplated to reduce the risk of people becoming stranded while
driving on improperly constructed and poorly maintained roads?

Sierra Pacific’s surveyors have been in areas that are typically
and for good reason not visited in the springtime. The surveyors~
vehicles have becone stuck and have torn up the roads. What plan
has been devised to repair the damage already done to roads in
Modoc County? What plsns have been devised to compensate those who
have become stuck, and those who will become stuck, in the ruts
created by Sierra Pacificts surveyors?

oGP,IJW3
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socxo~ c. Pu~

Realizing that Alturas is a rural community that has begun
proceedings against Pacific Power & Light (PP&L) to condemn and
then operate the utilities supplying electricity to Alturas, and
realizing that, under direct teetimony, Sierra Pacific testified
that Alturas was “targeted’tas the source of power even though
Alturas produces no power, was there any motive for the targeting
of Alturas? The existing transmission line on Devils Garden could
havs bsen tapped into at any location between Alturas and canby, or
northeaet of Alturae, in an existing utility corridor. Was Alturas
targeted because we are a poor, rural community with a low
population? Was any consideration given to the visual, aesthetic
appeal of the Alturas area? Numerous viewehede were overlooked in
the Draft EIR/S. Is this another case in which a rich community
(Sparks, Nevada) can force a poor community (Alturas, California)
to,suffer the impacts of an industrial project from which only the
rich community benefits?

Has Alturos been offered any compensation for the impaots this
proposed power line is going to impose upon the ciky’s economic
future? Does Alturas gain any ehort-term benefit from the Alturae
Intertie? Does Alturas gain any long-term benefit from the Alturas
Intertie? How long will the Alturas Intertie satisfy the growing
neede of the Reno/Sparke area? How many more llAlturasIntertiest!
will Alturae be forced to endure?

21
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Upon close examination of the USGS 1:24,000 scale topo maps,
including Big Sage Reservoir, Mahogany Ridge, Alturas, Infernal
Caverns, Likely, Holbrook Canyon, Madeline, Tule Hountaint and by
floating balloons on a 130-foot string to confirm our observations
from the USGS maps, we have determined that the proposed route will
be visible from Alturas from the point where it begins to cross
Daggett Canyon, across the Pit River Valley, along the majority of
the bluff above the South Fork of the Pit River, across most of
Likely Hountain, to where we will finally see it disappear as it
crosses into Lassen County and over Harter Flat (see Appendix A,
Figures 1 through 6). There is nowhere else in Modoc County where
a Population of this size has been Bubjectsd to such an intrusive
and abhorrent visual impact on the pristine nature of our
viewsheds. Why has no consideration been given to the viewsheds of
the City of Alturas, even though, in our General Plan, we stipulate
our area~s rural, aesthetic nature? Why were views of Ht. Shasta
not included,in the Draft EIR/S (see Appendix B, photos 1, 2, and
3)? Why were views of Likely Mountain not included in the Draft
EIR/S (see Appendix B, photos 4, 5, 6, and 7)? Photos 4, 5, 6, and
7 were captured from the videotape included. Why were views from
the portion of Highway 395 looking west at, for inetance, Infernal
Caverns, not included in the Draft EIR/S? Could views of a power
line of the proposed type going over Cedar Pass be mitigated by
designing the structure to carry chairlifts for downhill skiing?

22



IVE DESCmTION OF VIDE-

The beginning of the videotape was taken from Alturas, showing what
is presently the proposed route. The videotape shows that the
propoeed route would be visible across Daggett Canyon, off Devils
Garden across the Pit River Valley, where on a clear day Ht. Shasta
ie visible. The videotape shows where the alignment would be
visible on the other side of the ridge. Approximately 80 vertical
feet of the proposed line would be visible for the entire
alignment. The propoeed line would not be hiddenby any terrain
featureefromthe viewpointsin Alturas.

The next portion of the videotape wae taken while driving along
Highway 395 and etopping next to Highway 395 in the Madeline
Plains. The videotape showe that the north end of the Madeline
Plains is clearly a wetlands and should be protected as such. The
videotape clearly shows prime habitat for wetlande ducks, sandhill
cranes, and other creatures.

~~:lfllowing portion of the videotape shows the span of the Likely
Not shown on the videotape but examined were areas of

surface rupture.

The next portion of the videotape shows why proper mitigation of
stream croesings is so important. It shows what happens when the
eurveyors tear up a road and then the public tries to use that
road. It also shows what effect poorly mitigated etream crossinge
would have on water quality, biota, and habitat.

The next portion of the videotape was taken in Nevada, showing the
difference between the California terrain of the proposed route and
the Nevada terrain of the existing corridor. The roads under the
power lines are ehown, and the noise generated by the power linee
is recorded.

The following portion of the videotape shows how the Nevada
alignment avoided a wetlanda known ae Hosquito Lake.

The next portion of the videotape shows the Nevada alignment in a
mountainous area, noting the difference in vieual perspective.

The final portion of the videotape shows the type of environment
and habitat found in Hodoc county.

APPENDIX A

G- 278
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General Public
Comment Set 136

...!. !.,..

lvfl~
‘:J’ $1

To:

RE:

Dear

L
-

JUI1051995

JulieHalligan/PetecHum ‘.~)-bmll.l.. .:..
CPUC/BLM ....................-........
C/OAspn EnvironmentalGroup
30423 ~nw~ Sk., Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

AIEuraa Interkie,cp~/g3-11-018,
DLM/CACA 31406

sirs,

ThaDraftEnvironwntelI~ct Skudyatateg
,l~heApplicantshallbl~k or concealnewor

improvedroadsthroughtheuaeof bermeor other
featureg”.It atategthatthie“wouldreduce
or eliminatethe~tentialfori~cte frm
increasedpublicaccesgto thereaourceg”.
pleaseget realhereAepen! ThisiS highdegert
country-km will1 innO waY~ evenelowdo~
theuaeof theseareaa. Takea lookat the
235W BPAlinethatSierraPacificwantgto
tiplugi,into-itOPn~ up Vaet tracte of pre-
viously untouched area a.

Youbetter be lookingforslotbettermitigation
thatbermeif you don’t want bladed areaa to
turn into heavily traveled roeda. The begt
way to not impact our erac~oue# little ~touch~
areag iS to just not build the projecb here at
all. The i~ctg are tm severe1!

705mat 5thSt. ufitur4a, CA. 96101

G-294
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Michael E. Bunn
P.O. BOX 916
Alturas , CA 96101

General Public
Comment Set 137

May 20, 1995

Julio Ralligan/Peter Rumrn
CPUC/BLM
Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St., Ste 218
AGoura Rille, CA 91301

RE: ALTURAS INTERTIE
CPUC 93-11-018, BLM CACA 31406

Ma. Ralligan and Mr. Rumm,

The propoeed transmission line will be croeaing the
La8aen Trail just north Of }Iwy 299 in Modoo CountY. It
also croosee a branoh of the Lassen Trail south of the Pit
River. The Draft Environmental Impact Report di~mieaao
this aa insignificant as Aepen found no evidenoe of the
Trail within-the eurvey corridor.

What about evidence outside of the emall 660 foot
etudy corridor? Thie can meet oertainly be impaoted indirect-
ly by the project. An example of this ie the fact that if
portione of the trail that may want to be further preeerved
or landmarked in the future would be visually deotroyed by
the cloee proximity of a large power line.

Also, the fact that Aepen could find no evidence of the
trail in the narrow etudy corridor doee not mean that the
Laseen Trail should no longer be treated for what it ie -
a historical .cite.

.,
&/J. .

fial EIWS, November 1995
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GARY & JUNEE FEERO
8275CH~PEWA AVENUE ● lIORUON HILE

31 May 1995

RENO, NV 89506-9132
702-972-8275

RECEIVED JUN001995

General Public’
Comment Set 138

Jrdie Htigan~eter Humrn, CPUC~LM
c/o Aspen Environmcntrd Group
30429 Camvood Street Snib 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

MY.HaMgan and Mr. Humrn:

This let tcr is to exl)resg our opinion that the Alturas Intertie DrnfC EIS has not addresged
a number of uretis of damage that are Aentty occurring and ~ mntinne to mur.

Wuslme County, Novnda residents impacted by the Interlio were left out of scoping and
comments, and virtunuy kept in the dark untit after tho Draf@ in EIS Mnreh of 1995.
Wushoe County, Nevada residcnk, who number the grcntcgt having CIOSOproximity b
the Intertie woro not given the opportunity to fairly weigh the concorns or benofite. For
WtlYhoe County, Nevada residents the plussw do not cover the minuses of this project.
The greatest nurnbcr of dir~tly impncted people, the residents of Wnshoe County,
Nevada shordd have had the opportunity of speaking to the need of the Intcrtie before the
projwt even got to the Draft EIS stoge. It hag been clearly documented that lnnd owners
within lvss than three hundred feet (300~ were not notmed, whflo other lrmd owners not
as dir~wlly afftwlcd were invited 10 scoping meeting. It is clcnr that n “pick nnd choose”
approach uf contacting those impacted was used for notificntiou, which gnvc nnfnir weight
to lhu Intertie proponents. This left hundreds of residents out of lhe comment and
scoping process until the elcvonth hour. This hos caused dissident view 10 the project an
nnfuir period to consider nnd comment. 4

‘1’hodumago to propor~y valuo of our homo and all othor properties withk) 5200 feet of the
proposed route is imminent.

1
News of this power line has caused the cancellation of

pending sales of sovoral homes in my neighborhood. It has nkJocaused a glut of homes to
kc put on the market in an effort to get those homes sold prior to erection of the poles.
The norrnol percentage of homes on the market in this Distiict is one per cent (1%). With oGP.

1392

news of lhe impending power line those Iislings have jumped to over ten per cent (10%).
This pnwer Iinc in its proposed state, is nlrendy (Snnsing mnn~tnry dnmng(’ which will nnly
incr[! use rifler t!rcsl iuu. Thosn real dollar duumgcy need la be addressed and mitigated
hcfi)rc nny impnct study can bc cxpwled to bc true.

‘~hL*only plnn for Peavine’s Toiynbe Nntional Forest property is to rnainlnin natural opfln
spucc for the enjoyment of the pcoplu. The plan ha~ bcon b maintain nnturd beauty and

]0
If&

preserve it in this state, as we~ ag prevent any damage of that beauty. The power fine, if

Fi =S, Noveraber B95

..-
. ...:

placed on this foresl huul, gues ugainsl all pluns to dato and is in complcle cunlradicloin of
the expectation ofuse thnt. ndjoining lnnd owners had when purchasing this lnnd. JOICJ3

Along wkh Ibis pnw~r linr wit] como the ostnldishmcnt of n power ]ino corridor, ‘rkis .

]0corridor which would auow for future power lines again is a completely inappropriate ,G&
usnge and will only servo to increaso the dnmnges done by the first power tine to the
natural opon spaces.

‘1’hispowor lino WM enablo Sierra Pacific Powor Company to enjoy even lorger profits’
becausu the COS1of power horn this Me is lower. This cost reduction win in no way be
passed on to the consumers, the people who W have had their proporty values rnincd,
etc. This will also mean that present power suppliers such as tho mnny geothermal
snpptiers in thiy aren d trike losses which ti adversely impact workers trnd jobs in our
nrca.

These fack, along with the giving of governmental land 10increasu the profitubtity of this
one company, SPPCO, is an in~ecent assault on the m~ority of this county’s as well as
this re~on’s people.

The dnmage to tho wido opon view of neighboring forost land is tromondoug, Nino to’
thirteun story hhu:klred rusted structures (a color totnily unnatural to tho surrounding
nrea and vistas) with a bnse diamekr oqunl to the sise of a mid ske car or Iorger is
sickening. These polo structures W destroy the view for tens of miles on either side.
Add to this point that t}lere are already muny existing power corridory, there is nbsulntcly
no need to uuthurizo mrd cstubtish this new nne for tho ~~uras Intercept. Nu need
whatswvcr to damngo this Pcnvino, Toiynhe Nntiontrl Forest~rmd nnd nll of us adjoining
land ownors nnd nsorswho upprwiuk the open space designation and what it rnonns to
our families nnd community, .

To close, the nctiun of u[wepting this routing will henp lnrge profit on SP1)CO, while
causing monetary ond aosthotic degrndalion on those who can least afford it. Ploose
consider us, tho community and people who WWbe forever dnmaged by this unnecessary
power Uno and corridor, when reviewing tho pormancnt damago and impact this W leave
us, For Washoo Cnunty, Nevadn residents this prmcss needs to rctnrn to tho point of
scoping with lhc Addondnrn to Drnft EIS that covers the cntiro community opinion on
needs of the Intertie. The Draft MIS needs to be put on hold nntti such isnccomphhcd or
it continues to give unfair ndvnntngo to the proponents who stnnd to profit monetartiy
from that udvanluge.

Gary and ~nnce Fesro

I
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General Pubiic
JORN WILLInHS 12770 8H FOOTHILL DR.
PORTL~ND, oRE 97225 503-626-5736, 503-641-2093

Comment Set 141
JUNE 2, 1995

BY FAX TO JULIE RALLIGAN/PETER NUHH/A8PEN ENVIRONMENTAL GROUP

nullr Ms. lIalligan and Mr. Hum:

I am a aonaultant to Plumbucti and Staamfittars Looal #342,
whi oh Il&s IIIUIIYski1Ied conctruoti on lradeo members who 1Ive and
work and find recreational enjoyment in and near the violllity of
the pKopo3cd AItut Ma Transmission Line Ptoject.

Hero aKO cwentu on the Draft EIR/S fox this proposed action,
The projoct route wit 1 parallel closely the proposed Tusoarora

natural gas pipeline, Indeed, for at loaQt 37 mileo the two
projects apparently will bc constructed in virtually the same
coKKidor/right of way (Rw) ,

,
IL 10 questionable whether the preparation of twu separate

EIR/Sen, one tot the pipel ine, and one for the transmlsnion line,
satisfies eithex the @lifornia ~vlromental ~lallty Aot (CE@) or
the National Environmental Policy Aot (NEPn).

To u dagree, the two seprrrato nppraian]s of these two
physicalIy close projects tmdg to interfero with lhe omprehanaivc
evaluation of the pesnible oumulativo impacta, This is tKoubling
since the impac Ls from each project, by itself, are significant,
Combined, the impacts of the pipeline and the transmission line are
doubly significant and degtade the same ateas of uildlife and avian
habitat and aquatic resoulces, including but not limited to
wotlnnds and ceueutial ranged,

transmission 1ine and which may
rasources.

Yours, John
12770 SW Foot..___ _-.,
Portland, OR 97225

I am attaohing cormnents drawn largely from my rcvieu of the
Tuscnrora Pipe] ine, Hhich qould be in the same vicinity ae the

affect a entinlly the same natural

:;;:i,F&~~~.

(S03-626~5736, fax-503-641-2093)

0GP.141-1

.. . ....-. .*,.-.. . .

~Mm
This development Ml 11 convert. areas of existing and

potential agricuIturnl and wildlife habitat uses into an
industrialized zone. There will be potentially nignfficant,
adver80, Ioaeeg of many uniyue formn of wlIdlife snd aquatic
habitat, includi!]g but not limited to harms to wetlands. vernal
pools, winter range, and supporting acreage for the habitat of
several spccios of daer, antelope, grouse and other ayian
spectes, aa wet1 ns unmitigated removals o{ agrlcu[ tural landa.

Whl le substitute habitat may be acquired or developed us
mitigation, tho EIR/E19 lacks sufficient doaumontation to assure
cementers that the subotitutc acreage will adequately mitigate
the loosca from the project. Replacement habitat may be of lower
qua! ity than the deottoyed habitat.

The tailure of the EIR/EIS to npocifically identify the
alternative habitat areas to be restored, and to degoribe the
restoration rneaaures to be taken on those subgtltute lands may
fall to satisfy the CEQA alements which require spcci fio
descriptions 0[ mitigation meaauraa,

~m
This pKojecL may cauae loaaeo of many diffcrrwrt forms of

land and aquatio habitat, Tho clearing of roads and Right-of-
Way (ROW) may remove/alter potential terrestrial and aquatic
wildlife and plant habitat.

This may inalude destruction of aquatic habitat, including
juKlsdictlone] wctlends, and addiLlonal losuoa of apringa, seepg,
and epbemernl pools.

Relatively high yuality winter range tor doer and antelope
(?01.38 acres), portions of which may alao serve as grouse
habitat, could be affected by the projeot,

Any Iosses of daer/antelopo wi 11 be highly advcrae on
zccreational aotivi ties. All deer and antelope tag8 are hesvil y
oversubscribed in northeastern California, but it in wr!a]ear what
types of mitigation are suggested for Ioeses of recrcakional
opportunities.

It ia also possible that far more thsn the inmedirrte area of
the ROU wi 1I frerendered unusable for deer/antelope/grouse. This
1s baoawse there u1ll be tiporadic human activity along tho route,
such as repair and gurvey crews and overfllghta.

Many energy-related dovelopmants offer substantial
mitigation in recompense for the degrading of habitat. Hare are

ZH te>] W:IO A....-..— ------..
G-3oo
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some exampIes that may suggest appropriate mitigation funding by
the developet of this pxojcot.

The City of Tacomn has offered to aoquire, maintain and
improve 14,000 acres of replacement habitat, to mitigate tho
harms to natural resource6 Erom one of its hydroelectric
projeots.1

Also, the trnohomish Public Utilitieg Di9trict hag spent 02
million recently to aonstruct recreational facilities as partial
mitigation fox au energy 9erreratin9 facility$’

General ly, in the case of wntlunds, rfevnlopers usual lY otfer
to provide 1.5 or 2 acree of replacement or restored habitat.
This is a taoit acknowledgement that repl auemeut habitat is
invariably Iege prodrrotive then natural habitat.

This EIR/EIft apparontl y does not identi fY the ProPosed
roplocomont hobitat, or degaribe realamatioh thretiholds for that
replocomont land, The RIR/EIS alao Iaokg a aompreheneive
domongtration or a gwarantee, aa required under CEitn, that the
roplaoomont habitat wil 1 bo equal in quo]ity to the degtroyed
habitat.

R failure to crrnclusively demonst.tatw lhat the replacement
hubi tat is aB voluatrle no the deotroyed habitat, in important
bcaaurrc deer/antelope/urouoc range wi11 aiao be 1ont tO the
nearby Trrsoarora pipeline project,

Any low aagcbrush shrublsnds Ionrreoarq very rrignificant.
Low sagebrush ia a vital clement of the antelope and grourre
habitat, and its unique eotechnical struature and slay dura~an

!substructure oannot oasi Y be reconstructed by reolamatiorri

It ia likely, then, that the rentorod habitat, whoge
restoration wil 1 be furrdcdby the developer, wil I be of fnr less
valse than the destroyed low saoebruah habitat.

This developer should be obligatcrt to provide 1.5 to 2 aorea
of rcplaoemcnt hrrbitot fur evocy uute 0[ deer/Ontulopc low
eagebrush wintering grounds lost.

In addition, tho EIR/EIS may not diaauog several resent
devel upmentg in the uicini Ly of the propoatid project, which hava
alao had odvorao Impocto on the deer/ontol ope/grouoe habitat.
Tho80 recent developments include but aro not limited to the
largo hydroelectric project in tiuck valley On the pit Rivert the
lIoneyLoke hog fuel/geothermal power plant Projcot, ond the ~~x
Hoyden Nil 1 Mine.

. . . . . ,“. -

paaE 3

FUNDINO BY THE DEVELOPER AS A Mitigation MEASURE
Ono method of mttignting the harms from thio project, is to

require the developar to fund restoration of other areas of

I
potential habitat. Substantial sume ghould be required,
Reclamation of severely degraded landg, such as former roada or
mined lands, can cogt is exce~s of $2000/acre. 4

I
Even simple scarification and revegetatirrn in previously

alcarcd arcoa, with favorebl e weather, can cost eevernl hundred
dollars/acre for the first effort at replanting. If the first

, planting does not t~ke, succeasivc plantings can increa~e the
reclamation costs.

Much of the hobitak to be reetored by the mitigation fund
muy be in areas uilh low rainfall ,
to improve these areas.

and large sums may be needed
aiven these potentirrlly adverse

condition, more than one planting and grnund preparation may be
necessary. Restoration of 1ow sagebrrrsk habitat is problematic.

For inotonce, cOOtO Pill rise if soils in tho area to be
restored are compacted and wil 1 need oeretion, and if the ooils
to be reclaimed are low in nitrogon and mulch, 1[ the area in
subject to ecoeion, and if the replantad vegetation will have a
klgh initial die-off from unfavorable weather in the first year
or two of reclamation efforts,

Additional aettlrry oside of rep]acement habitat,
of 1,5 or 2 aures of replacement range for every acro
large mitigation fund, to include both maintenance 00SI
replacement lando, and additional mcnies for imprnving
rorrge, is rruggested.

~UATIC HAWLWti~~~

at a rotio
ost, and a
6 for the
degraded

The propoged development, oa port of ite advoroe impactg,
may inoludo destruction of wetlands and aquatic habitat . There
i9 not adequate cvidenoe aveilablo to ontabl iah that there will
not be a signiflonnt udvcrse impact.

The project moy obliterate wetlandu thot arc conrridcrcd
rare, very valuabl e and OE high-qunlt ty. Wetlands perform many
important fuotiono, irralrrdinw removal of eedlments, inorgenic
nutrients, and organic toxlcants from water flowing aoraaa
wetlandg.

Presence of weLl awds reHul ts in decreased surface water
conoentrationa of inorganic ouependod solids, fecal coliform,
nitrates, amonirrm, total phosphorous, and load, It e~loting
wetlondg ore reduced in size, then these contaminan Lu may enter
surfaoe waters.

G- 301
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smal1 streama and seasonal wntor bodies that are in integral
contact with adjacent wetlunds are depertdant on uetlanda for
protection from siltation, toxic ahemicals, 1ow summary st$eam
flows, extreme tempernturco, and flood flow attenuation.

Tho developer may be proposing to destroy already-
functiuning, high quality, raro wetlandg, nome of which may he in
headwaterrr areas, and mitigate this 100S with unstated mitigation
to uotlands of unknown quality.

Many studios havo found that redtored or reconstructed
wetlands do not provide manY Ot the funOtiOn~ of naturall Y
occurring uetlands. one study found that even after 5 years, a
corwrtructed wetland Has le~s than 60% functional lY equivalent to
u natural wetland.’

Tha project may aonsume nreaa il~the viainit Y of vernul
~oOIB and vernal mudflat, both throu h con5truotion activitY and
any Iuter seraying of herbicides to ~eep the ROW olaar. Vernal
pools in cal ifornia once ocoupied over 500,000 acres; n~w over
90b of thnt number have been daatxoyed by development,

Thege vernal pooia’ are now VOKY rare, and their unique soil
and kydrology aonditione and regimen support severo I rnre Plant
and aquatic speoieo, including but not limited to tbo tadpole snd
fairy shrimp which are propooed tor Iiotinu Oe federally
endangered, Vernal awales and clayflat wetlonds may aldo be
hermod by this project. These typoo of wotlande OISO provide
similnrly unique babitate, although theee wetlands aro of loss
valua than verual pools.

It io not apparent that sevutal spccirrl-otatue plants uas
surveyed for iw the vernal uaters areas, including Legenere
Limoea, Hoover’s BPurge, Red Bluff ruah~ slender and Sooramento
Orcutt groos, and Gceene’o tuctoria. Theec species are

potential IY found in vernal Watern in northeastern Ca~ifOrni O.

m~
The projeot ohould be roroutod away from tiny vernal

puols/awal etr/ephemerol pools sharing vernal POO1 obaractaristics,
and away from B09WS Lake heduo-hys~~p FOPU1atl Ons.

xt may bo a~proprla~e to require 9r0ator ‘ban 1:1
replacement of wetlands degraded by the project, w+th additional
Hutlands acquired and protocted as part of the pro3eot”s
mitigation.

~~~
The projeut may adversely aff~ct many Ye~~onal and

,...---- -----

t

. .. . . ..

~
intermittent water bodies, nut these special habitats, including
meadows, outcropg bluffs, marsh~a and bogs; vernal pool e,
playas, and ephemeral streoma, support many unique P1ant and
animol opcajce. In mony oituattonn thoee specieo may bQ
adversely attected by the ptoposdd development, because highly
specific site characteristics such as peculiar soils, axe
required for tboir survival ,

SurEace waters, including bul not limited to playa lakeo,
vernal poolg, and other seasonal water bodieg that are oloee to
wetlands provide extremely bonofiolal functions.

Smol 1 ond seasonal steams and uater bodies cen be
significant biological 1y for inacct and ve~etatlon production,
fish spawning, and rearing, etc. Thig has important biological
implioatione.

For purposes of determining the size of lrwtthabitat that
should be ml tfgated, a buffer zone of up to GOO feet near cortairr
water bodies should bo entablishcd.

This large buffer area near water bodies has been suggested
in other etudies of developments on publlo londe. Tha projeotco
enoroaobmcnt within the more stringent buffer zones nuggcsted in
other studiaa should be used to determine appropriate mitigation
tbrougb the developer $cquiring and ded~catingand~~stor~ng
othor riparian eitoo.

CIDE U~
This large buffer area wil 1 be especially important, if the

developer usee herbiaidoo on tho RoH. tfpto 80% of horbioidop
may drift off-site, potential ly affecting nearby water bodies,
The EtR/EIS should have described the amounts and types of
herbicides to be used, and the mcthoda and frequency of
aPPlioati On,

The developer should provide u 2:1 replacement ratio of
ocroage for damaged wetlanda and gurface water bodies, and
complete avoidance of vernal wet Ianda.

mcxQ-~c~
Imported congtruot.ion worker9 may bring meny spougea and

children with them, creating additional demsnds on the socio
servlaes (houeing, heelth care, scboo19, trsfffc, police) of the
affeoted areaa. Each additional child in local suhools could

Ochuol dinl iIotn obnut $5000/cl,ild,

There are many currently studies on sucio-econnmic impacts
UUUYMS1 Lhal l.hiuuuciu-eounomlc Impaut could be expected;

Oost

that

G-302

1
]

1



— .—

@@

0 3.

— —.——- . ---- --- . .. ..

u

>

I

1

x
-i
N.

8
x



PART G. COMMENTS

~R

1. Fed@ral Kegister, Vol. Go, No. 4, l/6/g5t P. Zogg.

2. FERC Order iggued 1215194. for Prajoct 2157-0~8t caPtioned 69
FERC 62188.

3. Hayden HiI 1 FEIR/E15, California Fish s Game Comment lettOr.

4. Bee, for instance, the 1991 EIR/EIS by Laonon County and BLM
for the MAX Hayden Hil 1 Mine, which roquirod a bond of over
$2000/acre for reclomntlon of that facilily, o

5. pleuso see oregon DOORMI correspondence on road reclamation
cost~, htlas Mine. Rcplonting oosts ftom personal communication
with Dave 3tuclain, California Ener9Y0 11/g4.

6. (Mito=h and Grosse] ink, 1986, Johnson et al , lggo, Reinelt,
et al, 1990, Robb, 1992 Ecoluaical Enuincerin9t lgg2# all oited

F.test Wetem ~ Report of ths Forest Ecosystem
tinngement Assessment Team, 1993)

(Zedler 6 Lanuio, lggo, cited in ~
~;rd 6 Duffield, wjlx & sOnot lgg2)

O. (Holland, 1970)

9, Forcnt ~

~timEnt..Tcnm. July, 1993, U5F8, ~F8, BLM, F&U8, Hp8, ond
Bee paweo v-32 to V-46, for instance, regarding dodicotion

of buffer zones in/noor riparian areas.

10. 8incq the longtb of the TUSUtirOKa pipe) inn is 1/4 t.hrn 1000
mile criteria uged in the incidsnt equation, I have divided the
1.3 incidentu/1000 mileO by l/4th.

,
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April 23, 1995

General Pnblic
Comment Set 143 ,

MY name is Nancy FinkeY* and I Own a forty
aare parael Of land in the Searet Valley
Ranah #2.

The Sierra Paaific Power Company haB surveyed
nnd applied to the California Publio
Utilities Commission to build an eleatriaal
power transmission line whiah if aonstruated
ag originally planned will aross mY Parael of
land.

Thig power will be aarried by lines mounted
on 130 feet tall twin steel towers spaaed UP
to 1.000 feet apart.

[f built as Originally proposed, these lines
will be constructed very near my homesite. I
have drilled a well, and installed a geptic
system. and have had excavation work done on
this homesite. Building plans are in the
final stages of preparation.

I have four married ahildren and nine
grandchi ldren. I work as a private nurse.
and it has taken me three years to complete
what I have done on my property because of
the enormous expense involved.

0[ In addition to my obvious objections to this
c?.
143-1 project, i.e. electromagnetic fields

endangering myself and children and

0CP.143.1

1

0GP.
143.3I

grandchildren and friends and. interruption
of a beautiful panoramia view, the towers and
lines being a danger to ducks and geese
landing in proposed ponds on my property, “
electromagnetic fields also endangering birds
and animalg and plants and trees. possible
disruption of m native ameriaan ahippinu
ground and possible burial sites . . ..I am very
concerned about possible increased risk of
fire. I am sure You are aware of the danger
of fire in thig area. and the weather
patterns. The lightening storms throughout
the year are awesome!! The propoged route
will run these lines directly along the east
side of highway 395 from north of the rest
stop south past Searet Valley Ranob #2. The
wind almost always blows from the West. If
lightening struck a tower or line and aaused
a grass fire. my home as welI as any other
homes in tbe area would be in grave danger of
being destroyed. I
Currently. ag far as I know. I am the only
homoowner in Secret Valley Ranah Subdivision
#2 who has immediate plans to beain
aonstruation on my primary residenae.
Nowever, I have talked with n few of You
owners in our subdivision, and You have told
me you plan to build here in the future. If
these huge towers and iinas are allowed to be
built along the originally plonned route.
they will be here for decades. . . .

There is an alternate route proposod. the
SECRET VALLEY ALTERNATIVE ROUTE, but all of
the environmental studies are not Yet
complete. This route would bo approximately
1-1/2 to 2 miles east o? highway 395, makine
it run along BLM lands to the east of Secret
Valley Ranah Subdivision #2. In the event of
lightening knoaking down lines, with tbe win~
normally blowing from tho West. the ri~k of
fire damaging our property and homes will be
markedly reduced.
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I spoke with Mr. Pete Ifume with the BLM, and

0[
he told me that the BLM is very much in favor

lff3 of this SECRET VALLEY ALTERNATIVE ROUTE. 11e
said the BLM was aoncerncd about the view of
these towers along highway 3D5.

The reason 1 am contacting You is to ask You
to help mo oonvinco the Sierra Pacifio Power
Company. the BLM, and the Publia Utilities !

Commission that the SECRET VALLEY ALTERNATIVE
ROUTE should be used in order to proteut life
and property. I have taken the liberty of
enclosing a letter addressed to each of these
groups whiah I hope you will sign and mail to
them. I have also enclosed copies of some of
the information I have received concerning
this projeat. K am not sending the complete
Environmental Impact Report beaauae it weighs
about savon pounds! If YoU have any
questions or need any further information
that I may ba nble to supply you please feel
free to oall me. You will reaoh my voioemnil
beoause I only have a oeIlular phono, but I
aheak my messages daily. I will aall you
baak as soon as possible, and do anything I
can to help You with your decision of whether
or not to help ma protect our investments in
Secret Valley Ranah Subdivision #2.

I havw been told by Sierra Pacific Powwr
Company that I would bw paid for the right-
of-way through my land, and I have told them
I do not want their money. I love my land,
all of the wildlife, birds, plants and trees.
So do my family and friends. I just want to
live in peace on the land without havin~ to
look at or worry about the dangers these
towers and lines will bring.

1 am sending each owner 5 aopies of the
lwtter I need You to sign and send. 1 aopy to
Sierrn Paaifia Power Company, 1 aopy to the
Publia Utilities Commission, 1 copY to the
BLM, 1 00PY to me for my files, and a COPY
for your files. I have also enclosed stnmped
and addressed envelopes for your convenience.

Fbl EIWS, November 199S 3
G- 307

1 hava just recently found out about this
SECRET VALLEY ALTERNATIVE ROUTE, in my over
one year long battle to keep these dangerous
and IIgly towwrs off my land. Time is very
short and it is of the utmost urgency that if
You aRree with ma, you sign and send these
letters immediately. You are also wclcomo to
write your own letter to any of thwse
agencies. Kf you do writs your own letter,
and you feel comfortable with sanding mc a
oopy of tho letter for my files, I would
appreciate it very much. The letters must be
postmarked no later than May 3, 1995 t t

Thank You in advance for helping mo with
this. I tlope to meet more of you in the
future. Until then, If there is anything I
can do to help you please do not hesitate to
ask me. I truly hope you arc enjoying a
happy and peaceful life.

I{awkeye Ranch
P.o. Box 70
Litchfield, Ca 96117
(916)251-1677

Cc: Cpoc
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Gent 1 emen:

My name is Nancy Finley, and I own a forty
acre parcel of land in the Secret Valley
Ranch Subdivision #2.

I would like to first state that I urgently
request that the Secret Valley Alternato
Route.be the route selected by your office as
the installation route for the SUPPIY power
lines being installed by Sierra Pacific Power
Company.

1 have contacted other owners in the Secret
Valley Ranch Subdivision #2 and have letters
of support from owners representin~ over 750
ncrce of privntely owned lnnd. which
represents most of tbc privntcly owned land
that exists in between the originally
proposed route along tho East aide of [iighway
305 and the Secret V’nlley Altnrnnte Route. 1
have enclosod copies of my copies of letters
that those other owners hnvc forwardod to
your offices.

As your records will reflect, when the
initial studies for the Sierra Pacific
Transmission Lines Project were begun, I was
not notified as the currant owner of the
1 and. Old records woro used, and th~ initial
permit to do these studies on my land was
signed by the mnn I purchnsed my property
from. [{c owns several other parcels in the
immediate area, and my copy of hia request
for the Secret Valley Alternate Routo is
enclosed. Companies doing the initial I
studies could only -<:0 n storuRc shed snd i
truvel trailer on my property. IIowever, at i
the onset of these initial studies, I had in I
place a well and septic system in prcpnratiOn

to build my home. I also hnvc completed
major excavations fcr my hcmesite. I have to
date spent over $15,000.00 in these
preparations for my borne. I cannot move my
hcmesite without abandoning c1l of these
improvements nnd starting over c>n whnt is to
me an unacceptubte homcsitot us~d 1 would [}ot
hnve ths full enjoyment of my property or the
views which I now anticipate at the current
homesite.

Monies offered by Sierra Pncific Power
Company is of absolutely no value hare
because I ~ NOT WANT ANY MONEY from Sierra
Pacific Power Company for n right-of-way
across my lnnd. I want Sierra Pacific Power
Company to use the Secret Valley Alternate
Route. thereby not crossing nny of my Innd,
and I simply do r~ot want to bc forced to live
in such n ctose proximity to these lines,
have them ruin my views, cr live in constnnt
fear of lightcnin~ striking a Iinc cr pole
and csusing n fire thnt would wipe out my
entire investment nnd endanger my nnd my
famitjcs’ nnd friends’ livns. I nlso feet
thnt the lines nnd hug= towers running along
hichway 3tt5 will decrense my property vnlue
in the future. Considering what I paid for

mY Property nnd tt~c current sailing prices,
my property hns incrcnscd in vatue by 25% in
the tust three ycnrs. I plnn to live here
for the rest of my life, but the value? and
mnrketnbility of my property is of mnjor
concern to me for the benefit of my heirs.

My hou=e plans nrc on filo with the I.nsscn
County BuildinE Department for review nnd
approval . Upon approval of the house plans,
I will have spent over +4,000.00 for the
pluns and required buildin~ Permits.

In the ovcnt the Secret Valtay Alternate
RC>U1O is net adopted UN lb<: rcutc tc> bo u~cd,
I fully intend to initiate litigation. I
prefer to s{:tttc this in n logicnl rnnnncr.
nnd whut soutd be more logjcnl than usin~ the
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Secret Valley Alternate Route? This would
alleviate my and my neighbors’ fears of fire
from downed lines, 10ss of property value
because of these huge towers and lines
runnin~ along the hichway, and well
documented dangers to human and animal life
from the electromagnetic field surrounding
these lines.

I respectfully request that you listen to the
voices of the private land owners who will be
directly affected by your decisions. The
Secret Valley Alternate Route appears to
affect owners in the Secret Valley Ranch
Subdivisions.

We the Owners respectfully request that you
adopt the SECRET VALLEY ALTERNATIVE ROUTS.

Sincerely,

IIawkeye Ranch
P.O. Box 70
Litchfield, CA 96117
(910) 251-1677

Ml EWS, November 1995
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JUNE2,1995
594SCAS~RTERRACE
CENTRALPGl~,OREGON-97502

LISALLYKENS,PROJECTMAJ4AOER
FEDEW ENEROYUGULATORYCOMMISSION
825CAPJTOLS~BT, NE General Pnblic
WASHINGTON,D.C.10426 Comment Set 144
GOODYEARK,WAL=R, PROJECTMANAGER
CALIFORNIASTATELANDSCOMMISSION
100HOWE AVE.,SUJTB100.SOUT3J
SACRAMENTO,CA.95814

JULJEHALLIGAN~E~RHUMM
CPUC~LM

do ASPENEN~ONMBNTAL GROUP
30423CANWGGDSTREET,SUJTJJ218
AGOURAHJLLS,CA.91301

m CACA.33319,FERCDOCKETNO.CP93~85~0,FBR~IS4078F,STATE
CLEARJNOHOUSENO.SCH9311205S,CPUCAPPLICATIONNO.93.11418ELMCASENO.
CACA-31406.

PLEASEDEADVJSEDTHATTHISLE~R JSBEINGSENTTOTHEAGENCIESLISTEDABOVE
DUETOMY JNABILITYTOFINISHMY COMFLAJNTANDINJUNCTIONSTOBEFJLEDWJTH
THBUNJTEDSTATESCOURTFORTREDIS~CT OFOREGONANDTOSENDCOPJESOF
SUCHDOCUMENTSTOTHELISSTBDAGENC~S

TJBSSLET7ERJSDEINOFORMULA~D FROMMEMORY DUETOLACKOFTJMETOCHECK
OUTALLOFTHEPARTICULARSASTODATESETC..ANJ3DUETOmm FACTTHATTHE
UJ4LAWPULACTJONS0FTHJ3CONSPIRATORSHASOREA~Y EXACERBATEDMY
SSTRESSDJSABJLJTYANDCAUSEDB-EM PROBLEMSWJTH~ EmS SOTHAT1HAVE
BEENUNABLETODOUBLECHECKSUCHlTEMSBEFOREFORMJJLATINGTHISLETTER
TRBRBFOMTHEJNFORMATJON1SBEINOOIVENTOTHBBESTOFMY RJ3COLLJ3CTJON
ANDASTOALLOPTHESTATEMENTSIBELJEVBTHEMTOBETRUBASTOTHEBESTOF
MY KNOWLEDGE..

WRENTUSCAROM GASCOMPANYEXPRESSEDA DESIRETOPLACEA 2,000PSIGASLINE
ALONGPROPERTYWE OWN JNLASSENCOUNTYANDAFJT3RHAVJNGTALKEDTOTHE
MOENTS INTHEOFFICEJNSUSMLE CALJF.JDBTB-D J3ASED0NTHJ3
INFORMATIONTHATTHBYGAVEMB THATSUCHA LJJ4BWOULDNOTADVERSELY
AFFECTTRBUSEOFTHEPROPERTY.ITWASONLY-RI WAS LATERCONTACTEDBY
SIERRAPAcIFICPOWR COMPANYANDDJJ3FURTHERRESEARCHTHAT1DETERMINED
THATTHERJJWAS A CONSPIRACYBETWEENTUSCAROM GASCOMMPAJ4Y(OWNEDAT
LEAST50%BYSJERRAPACJFJC),SIERRAPACWJCPOWBRCOWANV ANDAGENTSAND
EMMPLOVEESOFTHETWO COMPAJ4JESTOFALSELYANDFRAUDULENTLYWITHOLD

I
o1!81

INFORMATIONNECESSARYFORJNFORMEDCONSB3EMTIONOFTHEAFFECTSSUCHGAS
LINEWOULDHAVEONTHEPROPERTYINQUESTION.

TUSCAROM GASCOMPANYHADA CLEARDUTYTOJNFORMUSOFTRBFACTTHAT
SIERMPACIFICPOWERCOMPANYWI{OJSR4FACTTHER4TENTYFORWHICHBOTHTHE
GASLJNEANDPOWR~SMISSION LINESAREBJHNGBUJLTJNTENDEDTOCREATEA
UTILITYCORRJDERAND~ATJJYNOTOBJECTINGTOT3JBPLACEMENTOFTHEGASLJNE

I
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COPYOFTHEORDERMADE OUTBYDRAKKULITCHAND~QUJRJNGTHATW
RBSONJ3WJTHJN5DAYS3PWE OBJE~D TOTHEPROPOSEDCOPY.IHADA
WER OFOBJECTIONSJNCLUDJNGTHECLAJMTHAT1HADBEENALLOWEOTO
PRESENTMY CASEANDCALLEODRAKULITCHATSJERRAPACJFIC.IWAS FORCED
TOWAJTONTHELINEUNT[LiiARWY WASINCLUDEDINTJWCONVERSATION.
HARVEYTOOKOVERTRECONVERSATIONANDMN THEPROCEEDINGS.
NOTHJNOJNTHELAW ALLOWSA JUJ30ET0JNTERWNEINA PROCEEDINGS
B~WEN THEPLAJNTJFFANDDEFENDANTCONCERNJNOTHEWORDR40OFTHE
ORDER.THEORDERASDESIONEDJNCONSPWCY BETWEENDRAKULITCHAND
HARVDYOVERMY OBJECTIONSISFALSEANDFRAUDULENTANDDOESNOT
CORRE~Y SHGOWWJWT A~ALLY HAPPENEDONWJBDATEOFTHE
HBARINO.

NOTHJNGINTHISLETTCRSHALLBECONSTRUEDASLIMITINGTHEUNLAWFUL
ACTIONSOFTHBCONSPIRATORSTOTHOSEINCLUDEDINTHISLE~R. 1HAVE
SPENT~ ENTJRJ3DAYMAXB4GOUT~S LETTERANDDUETOTHEFACTlT
WJLLBENECESSARYFORMB TOTAU?ITTOTRRPGSTOFFICEJNGOLDHILL
BEFORETHEYCLOSEATS:P.M.IWILLBEALJJETOONLYLISTSOMEOFTRE
MOSTJMPORTANTUNLAWFULACTIONSJNTHISLEmER.

ON JANUARY31,199SWE RECEIVEDJNTHEMAJLA “NOTICEOFPREllEAR3NG
CONFERENCE”DATEDJANUARY26,1995.THE ENVELOPBWAS ALSO
POS~~RDD JAN2695THISDOESNOTNECESSARILYJNDICATBTHEDATEON
WHJCHITWASMAJLED.THE26THWAS A THURSDAY.WE RECEIWDTHE NOTICE
ON THEFOLLOWJNGTUESDAYJAN.3JST.THEPRJ3HEARJNGCONFERENCEWAS
SETFORFEBRUARY6,199S.~EDAYS ~R WE MCEIVBDTHENOTICE.
JNCLUDEDJNTHENOT1CJ3WAS A FURTHERNOTICEWHICHREQUIREDTHATIF
SPECIALACCOMMODATIONSFORTHEDISABLEDWERENEEDEDTHE
~NG@MENTS “MUST”BEMADE “F~ WORKE4G DAYSJNADVANCEOFTHE
EVENT.”JFTRBTJRERTVFJRSTISCOHD ASONEDAY,ANDTHEMAJLCOMES
TOOURPLACEAROUNDNOONBACI1DAY SOTHATSONLYJ/2DAY ATTJB3MOST,
JTLEAVES~S., WED.,THURS.,ANDFRI.,FOURWORKJNGDAYSINWHJCHTO
MEETTHEFIVEWORKJNGDAYT~ LIMJT.LEGALLYSHALLANDMUSTARE
MANDATORY,MAY ISPERMISSIAJ5LETHEREFORETHENOTICEWAS NOTSENTJN
TIMEFORUSTOMEETTHELEGALREQUJREMJ3NTSOFTHENOTICE.SECT[ON1O13
C.C,P.REQU~S THAT WRRN AN ACT ISTO BEDONEORA RIGHT1STOBETAKEN
ANDNOTICE1SSJJ4TDYMAJLTHETIMEINWHICJITHEACTISTOBEDONEOR
RJGHTTAKENISEXTENDEDBYFIVEDAYSIFTHENOTICEISSENTTOAN
ADDRESSINSIOECALIFORNIAANDTENDAYSIFSENTTOANADDRESSOUTSIDE
OFCALJFORNJA.CALJFORJ4JAPUBLICUTILITIESCOMMISSIONTITLE220ARTJCLE
14.RULE52NOTICEWOUJRRS

(1)IN COn!PLAIfiTORIN~STIGATIONPJJOCEEDINGS,TIIECOnlnlISSION
SIIALL GIVENOTICEOFHEAJVNGNOTLESSTHANTENDAYSBEFORETHEDATTE
OFHEAJUNO,UNLESSITBE FOUNDTHAT PUBLICNECESSITYREQVIRSS
H~NNQATAN EARLIERDATE. COnlPARAJJI.ENOTICEORDINARILYIVILI.BE
GI~N NYIENHEARJNGSAREHE1.DINAPPI.JCATIONPROCEEDINGA:(SEEP.U.
CODESECTION1704)

1CALLEOTHECLALNDERCLERKAND INFORMEDTHEM 1.THK~THEYHADNOT
GIVENME SUFFICENTTJMJJTO PUPARB ANDTRAVELSOME300MILESTOTRE
PREHBARJNOCONFE~NCBANDTHATCCPRSQUIRJ3DTHATTHETJMEJ3E
EXTENDEDBYIODAYS WHEN NOTICEWAS SERVEDJJYMAILOUTOFSTATE.
THEYCLAJMEDTJJATTHEYONLYHADTOCOMPLYWITHTHECOMMISSION
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THE FOGURTHfNCmENT CONCERNEDTHE MOTION I HAD FJLEDWITH TffE COURT
CLERKTHATMORNJNO. TJESMOTJONWASTHE D~CT RESULTOF THE FACT
THATIKNEWBASEDON HARVEYSACTIONSJNTHBPASTTHATIWOULDNOTBE
aIveNDue PRocess OF LAW fJ4“ins” COURTROGM.m MOmON mCLUDED ALL
OF THE POINTS WHICH I JNTENDEDTO RAISE ORALY IF OIVBN AN OPPORTUNITY
AND IS PR19MAFACIA EVJDENCEOF THE UNLAWFUL ACTIONS OF HARVEY JN
RBPUSINGTO ALLOW ME TO PRBSJJNTMYAROUMRJ4TSAGAJNSSSTALLOWJNG
SIERRAPACJFICOR THEJRASSIGNEESONTO OUR LAND, HARVEY JUSTHAP@ENED
TO HAVE THE APPROPRJATBSECTION IN THE LAW BOOK AT HIIS SIDE((COULD IT
HAVB BEEN DONE ON PURPOSE?)AND CLAJMEDTHAT I HAD TO SERVBTHA
OPFGSJNGPARTY X NUMBER OF DAYS BEFORE~ HBARJNO,NO MA~R THAT
~ DATEOFTHB~~ff PRECLUDEDJJNOUGHTm TOMAKE SUCHRESONSE
ORTHAT~ EXTENSIONS OFTM HAD BEEN TAKEN UUUF JN RESEARCHJNTO
HJSDISQUALJFICATJONAND 0AJNR4GCOPJESOF SECTIONSOF C.C,P.
Concerning EmNTDO W SWCEIHAD BEEN UNADLE TO CORRECTLY
READ ALL OF THB JNFORMATJONON EMfNBNT DOMAJN AND DUE TO THE SMALL
SfSEOF CASELAW PRJNTI HAD BEEN EXPERIENCING ORBATDIFFICULTY
RBADJNGTHE NECESSARYSECTIONS, HARVEY DENfBD MY \~N MOTJON
HOOWEVER JTCLEARLY SI{OWS WHAT I ~NDED TO ORALY PRESENT.

THE FIFTH INCDENT IS THE MOST I~ORTANT. DUE PROCESS OF LAW
REQUfRSS TBAT THE PLAINTJFF OR MISATTORNEY PRESENT TffEfRCASE
ANDTRATTf3E DEFENDANTOR ATTORNEY PRESENT TUE~ CASE. TnE
FUNCTION OR TOE MDGE JSTO LOOK AT ALL TfJE EWDENCE PRESENTED
AND THEN MAKE AN fMPARTI&JUDGMENT DASED ON THE FAC~.
DRAKULICH BEGAN JJYCLAUAJNGTHAT SINCE I HAD NOT SERVED MY MOmON
THE REQUJRBDWhUJER OF DAYS BEFORBnre }re-o I SHOULDNOT BE
ALLOWED TO ARGUE AOAJNSTHERPE~TION. THE FACT1STHAT ALL OPnm
OTHERDEFENDANTS WHO APPEAREDIN TNJSACTION WEREALLOWED TO MAKE
THEfR STATEMENTS AND =REFORE SUCHACTION CONSISTSIN VIOLATION OF
THE CONSTITUTIONAL RJGHTTO EQUAL PROTECTION OR TJJELAW. I WAD
THE CLAJMBY SJERRATHATTHEY HAD TfUJRJOHTOF EMfNENTDOMAfN AND
SECTION 1240.030CCPAND MADE THB POR4TTHAT SIEW PAC~C CLA~D THE
RJGHTTO EMJNBNTDOMAIN WHENTHEY HAD NOT BEEN AFFORDEDTHAT RJGHT
ON TtRRR NBW PROJECT,THE ALTUMS lNTERTIE. HARVEY ARafJED miAT SIERRA
WAS NOT CLAJMJNOTHEY HAD TJfERlaHTTO EMJNBNTDOMAJNON THE
ALTURASJNTBRTJBPROJECT.HARVEY CLAJMEDATONE POJNTTHAT ffB
COULDNT HEAR ME AND 1WSPONDED LOUDE% W AROUED BACK AND FORTH
WJTHMB CLA~fNaTHATSIERMPACfP[CHAD NO JUGHTTO THBfR CLAINED
EMJNfJNTDOMAfN AND HARVEY CLAfMJNGTHATTHBY WERENNGOTCLAJMJNG
THE POWEROF EMfNBJ4TDOMAfN. HARVEY ACCUSEDME OF SHOUTINa,
THREATENED ~ WITH CONTEMPT AND aRRANTED SIERRAPACIFJC’SPET1TION.
PLEASEGO BACKTO THE QUOTATION BY SERRA PACfFIC AND READ IT
AGAJN, TEERE 1SNO WAY ANYONKW11O CAN READ CAN DENY T~ATTflE
CLAJMJJYSJERRA PACfF[C IS TfJATTlfEY IJAVE TJJE POWER OF EMJNENT
DOMAIN ON THE ALTUHASJNTERTIEPROJECT.DUETO TIJEUNLAWFUL
RULJNGBY HARVEYSIERRA PACIRIC WASALLOWED TO JNVABEOUR
PROPERTY IN VIOLATIaN OF THE CONSTITUTIONAL WGRTTO OWN
PROPERTYV~ICH JNCLUDESTHE RJGHTTO PREVENT PERSONSYOU DONT WANT
FROM ENTERJNa YOUR PROPERTY.

HARVEY UNLAWFULLY ~RFE~D A ~V/ DAYS LAnR IN AN ACTION WRJCH
BY LAW ISTO BE B-EN~ PLAfNT~ AND DE~NDW. V~ RECEIVED A

A

I

PROVJDEDME WITH PROOFTHAT ASPEN JSNOT UNBIASED BUT IS PARTJCIPATJNGIN A
CONSPfRACYTO DENY DUE PROCESSOF LAW, EQUAL PROTE~UON UNDER ~ LAW
AND THE RJGJJTTOP~lON THE GOVERNMENT FOR A MDRESS OF GJUEWNCES fN
comucr~a mls ENTfRDPRocEEDmas M THAT THE CWIFORNIA STATE LANDS
COMMISSION HAS TAKEN NO ACTION TO PROTECT~E RJGHTSOF THE OW~RS OF
PROPERTYJMPA~D BY THE OAS LINE AND THE RSSULTANT UTILJTY CORRJDOR. WE
ARE ALSO ASKfNaTHAT~ ~DERAL EJ4BRaYREaULAATORY COMMISSION TAKE A
FURTHERLOOK ATTJJE JNTERA~ION BETWEEN TUSCARORAAND SJERRAPACIFJC AND
THE FACT THATTUSCARORA IS IN FACT SIERRAPACJFICAS STATED BY ROSSANDERSON
OF SJERRAPACJFJCAND CONFJRMEDBY THE STATEMENTS OF EMMFLOYEES AND
AaeMs OF TUSCARORAWHGOTOLD ME THAT SfeRRA PACIFIC WANTED THE GAS FOR
THEfR eLE~C PLANT JNTRACY (CONFIMD BY OTHERDOCWNTS) AND LACKJNa
THB EXFBR~SE TO CONSTRUCT- PIPELJNBFORMED A PAR~NHJF WITH TRANS
CANADA PIPELJNBSTO CONSTRUCPTHE LHNB. IT SHGGULDBE NOTED TJJATBOTH
TUSCARORAAND Sm~ PACmlC ARE LOCATED ATTNE SAME ADDRESSIN WNO,
NEVADA

AS A DJRECTAND PROXJMATBRESULT OF TNE UNLAWFUL PETITION AND OTHER PAPERS
FJLEDJNLASSBNCOURTAND MY FAJLUM TO GM JUDaE HARVEY WHO HAD
COm~D A J4UMBeROFUNLA- ACTJONSJNLASSeNSUUPeWORCOURT
fNVOLVJNa ~ JNANOT~R CASEJT WAS ~CESSARY FORMB TO A~ND A FARCE
CLAMD TO Be A JJEARJNGIN LASSEN COUNTY SUUPERJORKANGAROO COURT. TJJE
FJRSTINCIDENTATTf{e“HBMJNa”WASTImFACTTHATHARVRYDELIBeRATLYHELD
THEACTIONJNWCH IWAS INVOL~DTOTHELASTSOTHATTHEREWOULD NOTBE
ANY WITNESSESTO HIS UNLAWFUL ACTIONS EXCEPT HIS CRONIESJJ4THE COURTROOM
ANDW OPPOSITION.THESECONDJNCIDeWWAS CONDUCTEDJJYKATHLWBENM.
D~KOLICH,A~ORNBY FORSJBRRAPACIFIC,WHO TOLDME THATIHADCHOSeNTHE
WRONG SJDEON WJRCHTOSITWHBN ~ PETJTIONWASCALLED,THELIGHTINaJNTHE
COURTROOMISeXTREEMLYiNADEQUATE,IAM AFFLICTED\VITH A DISADILITY
WHJCIJ HAS BEEN DJAGNOSEDAS LOSS OR TJIE ABILJTYTO ADAPT TO STRSSS ANB
uAw BEEN ABViSED TO AVOID STRESS As nlucn As possfeLE, ONE OF THE
fJESULn OR STRESS IS THE pRoBLEnlWITII nly EYES cAusED BY sTREss. m ORDER
FORMB TO SEBADEQUATLY TO PRESENTMY CASE lT WAS NECESSARYFOR MB TO am
AS CLOSETOONBTHEHANGJNGLl~S IN THE COURTROOMAS POSSleLE WHICH MENT
CHOOS~G THE TAeLE ON THE RlaffT HANDSIDeOFTHeCOURTROOM.WHEN IWENTTO
THfSTABLE,DRAKULICHBeftfNDME,S~, WRONG TABLe,THEREWeRENO PLACARDS
ONTHBTABLeSSAYJNGPLAJNT~OR DeFeNDANTANDIKNOW OFNORULEOFCOURT
WffJCtJRBQU~S THATPLAINTIFFSSJTONTHERJaffTANDDEPENDANTSSITONTHE
LEFT.ICHAROKTHAT DRAKULICH \VASTRYING TO USETHISAS A MEANS TO DERAILMY
ABJLITYTO PRESBJ4TMYCASE.THETHJRDINCIDENTALSOORCHISmATEOBY
DRAKULJCHWASTHEJNSTIaATIONOFA SOCALLEDOBJB~lON.DRAKULICHCLAIMED
SHBWANTEDTOMAKe AN OBJeCTflON,CLAfMED THAT JHAD THREATENED TO SHOOT A
PeRSONOR PERSONSWHO S~ REFUSeD~ JDeNTJPY,DRAKULICHCLAfMEDTHAT
SJER WASCONSfDERfNaASKJNOFORA RBS~JNJNa ORDERTOPREVENTMSFROM
TAKJNGTfJeCLAIMEDACTION.JFA RESTRAININGORDERV/EReReQUESTeDANDf}fAD
BEENNOTIFIEDINSUFVJCtENTTlhWTO~SPOND,fHADfJEJJNNOTIFIEDOFTIIEPARTJeS
VIHOwe THEcLAIMsANDALLOWEDANOpORTUNITYTOcRossexAMiNeTtfEMAN
A~lON COULDHA~ POSSIBLYBEENLEGALLYJNSTITUTEDJfOWEVERTJfERE JSNO
LEGAL BASIS FOR ~G AN “OBJECTION” CLAmlfNG TWTA PARTYMS
TU~ATENED SOMEONE, FAJL~G TO PROVJDE DOCUMENTATION TO SUBSTANTMTE
TnE ALLEGATIONS OR EVEN PROVIDE TIJE NAMES OF TJiE ALLEGEDPARTJES.THE
ONLYREASONFORSUCHAN ‘OBJECTION”ISTOGAJNA PSYCHOLOGICALADVANTAGE
OWR YOUROPPPONN JN~ COURTROOM.
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OPERTATTHE POWERL3NEWEREGWEN,NOPOWEROFEM~ENT DOMA3NWAS
G3VEN,NOROUTEWASAPPROVED,S3ERRAPAC~C WASNOTGRANTEDA
CERT3F3CATEOFCONVEND3NCEAND NECMSITY.-R PHONECALLSAND
LETTTERSINWH3CNSWRRAPAC~ICATTEM~O TOCORCEUS~0 GRANT3NGTHEM
R3GHTT0EmR OURPROPERTYTHBYSERVEDONUSDOCUMB~S FLED INLASSEN
SUUPEWORCOURT3NWHHCH~~Y FALSELYANDFRAUDULENTLYCLA2MED

:,,pET’=,ONER~ Dy LAWAu~ORUED TO ExERC~E nlE pOWEROF
EM2NENTDOMA3NTO ACQU~ PROPERTYFORTRE PURPOSEOFCONDUCTING
ENVIRONMENTALSTUD2ESAND~TS, COLLECTIONOFSAMPL3NGS,TN
PHOTOGRAPHS,W APPRA2S~ ANDENGAGE3NS3M~RACTMT3ES MLATED
TOTHEALTURAS3NTER2TEPRO~CT PURSUANTTO CALIFORNMCODEOFC3Vm
PROCEDURE/124S.010”

ASAD~CT WSULT OFTHESERWCEOFTREFOREGOR4GFALSEAND
WUDULENT DOCUMEmS ONUSlTWASNECESSARYFORMETOSPENDDAYS
~SEARCHR40ANDCOPYB402NLONGHANDCOP~S OFTHERRLEVBNTSECTIONSOF
CAL~ORN2ACIWLPROCED~ SINCETHEREWAS NOPHOTOCOPYMACH3NER4THELAW
LB3WY ON VRUCliICOGULDMAKE COP3BS.ITWASNECESSARYFORW TOMAKE
TRHPSTOTHEELM0FF3CEINSUSAMLK TOOBTTHB~ORMA~ON INEEDEO
CONCEmO ~ CLMO ALTERNATEROUTESOFTHEFGWBRLINBBECAUSEROSS
ANDERSONREFUSEDTOALLOWMETOSEETOMAPSOFTHBPROPOSEDPOWERL~E
CLMNO THTTHB OFFICEINWNO HADTOLOTHEMNOTTOLETMB SEETHEM.~
WASALSONECESSARYFORMETOSPENDDAYSCOWACTR40RADIOSTA~ONSAND
NEWSPAPERSTOTRYTODETBRM3NBIFSIERRAPACWICHADINFACTMADE ANY
ATTBMMMFTTONOT~ R4TSRSSTEDPERSONS,~CLUD3NGLANDOWNERSWHO WERE
D~TLY ~CTED BYTHEPROPOSEDROUTEOFTHEROUNOTABLEMEmNOS AND
OTHERPUBLICMESTR40STOVRUCHTHEYCLA~D THEPEOPLEWERER4V1TSDSO
THATTHEYCOULDDISCUSSTHEPOWERL2NEANDITSEFFECTSONTHE~PROPERTY,IT
WASONLY-R A NUMBEROFDAYSOFHNVEST30AWONTHAT1DESCOVERBDTHAT
SIERMPAC2FlCHADINFACTMADEONEADVERTISEMENTINTHELASSENCOUNTY
T~S NEWSPAPERSOME7AND8DAYSRBSPE~VLY lN ADVANCEOFTWOMEETR4GS
TOWHICHTHEPUBLICWERER4V1TBD.WBNEVERRECEIVEDANYNOT~ICATIONOF
SUCHMEBTR40SANDIliAVBBEENUNABLETOFINDANYLANDOWNERSWHO RECEIVED
ANYNNOT~CATIGGNDESPITETHE CLAIMSINTHELETTERSSENTUSNORWASTHERE
ANY POSTCARD INCLUDED 3NTHE PACKET ASCLA3MED,

ATTI{ESCOPINGMEETiNOFORTHEALTURASlN~RTIE,DESPITETHECLAIMSOF
ASPENENWRONMENTALGROUPTOTUE CONTRARY,WEWERENOTGIVENTM TO
PRESENTOURCONCERNBSAND0B5E~10NS. WEWEREOIVBN5 M2NUTESEACH~
SPBAKAND~LIE HALLN2ANANOTHEREPRESENTATIVEFORASPENREFUSEDTO
CONSIDEROREVENLOOKATTHEFACTTHATS~RRAPAC~C WASATTBMPT~GTO
FORCEITSWAYONTOP2UVATBPROPERTYWHENTHEREWASPUBLICPROPUR~
AV~ABLE FORTHEPOWERLR4E,INV30LATIONORSEmlON 1240.030(SEEABOVE)
RRQU3R3NGT~T THEPROWCT BEPLANNEDINTHE MANNERCOMPATADLEWITU
TflE G~ATEST PUBLICGOODANDTHELEASTPR3VATE3NJURY.HALLIOANANOTHE
ASPENREPRESENTATIVECLAIMEDTHATTRISWASNOTAN ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSU3ERATION.IDISAOREEDATTHET3MBANDIDISAGREENOW.WHENTHEREIS
PUBLICLANDOVERWHICHSUCHPOWERLWESMAYBE PLACEDIT1SONCONCHIONABLE
TOATTEMPTTOPLACESUCHPOWERLINESONPMVATEPROPERTYMERELYBECAUSEIT
ISMORECONVE~NT FORACCESSOFTHEPOWERCOMPANY.ATTHETIMEOFTHE
SCOPINGMEETR40IDIDNOTFEELTHATIHADSUFFICIENTEVIDENCEOFAN ACTUAL
CONSP~CY INW3UCHCPUC,RJLIEHALLIOAN,ASPENANOTHERRBP2U3SENTAT1VE
\VERBANDAREPARTICHPAT3NG.FURTHERACTIONSOFCPUCANDASPENHAVE

Ftil EIWS, November 1995

I

G-313

WEWEREBE~G SETUPAS A UTL2TYCO~OR AND~AT ITWOULD- ITEASER
FORS~RRA PAC1~CTOPLACEA~WERLL~ R4~ SAMSLOCATION.

AT~ SCOPINGMEETR4G,BER4GUNAWAREOFTHE3NFORMATIONSTATEDR4THE
PARAORAPHABOVEANDBELEIVWOTHATTUSCAROM WAS ANHOmWLE COMPANY1
FELTTHATTHEPROBLEMSASSOCIAmDWITHTHE0ASL2NECOULDDEWOWD OUT
ANDHA~O NO ~OWLEDOE~T SEW PAC2FI~SCARORAINTENDEDNOTONLY
TOPLACEA OASLINEONTHEPROPERTYBUT~NDED TOUSEITASASTRPWOSTOW
TOPLAC~GA 345,000VOLTPOWERL~ ONTHEPROPER~ASWELL,ANACTIONW}HCH
WOULDCOMPLETLYDESTROYANYFR4ANC1ALLYBENEFICIALUSEOFT33EPROPERTY,1
DR7NOTOB~CTTO THE0ASLR4E.

0URF3RSTKNOWLEDGEOFTHBMENDR4G PPOWERLl~CAMEWHEN WE RECEIVED
A PHONECALLFROMSIERRAPACWICATABOUT11:30P.M.TELLINGUSSWY WERE
SENO~ODOCUMENTSFORUSTOSIGNO~G THEMACCESSTOOURPROPERTYFOR
T2B3PURPOSEOFRESEARCHPURSUANTTOPLAC~OTHE~ POWERL~ ONOUR
PROPERW.R41976THESOILCONSERVATIONSERWCEHADDETERMINROTHEPOSSIBLE
USESOFTHBPROPERTYANDONEOFTHEMOSTPROMISINOWASTHEUSEOFTHE
PROPERTYFORARECRBA~ONALFAC~HY.1HAODESIGNEDA FAC~~ WlilCHWOULD
PROV3DEFOR A 12t- ACREPONDWITHRECREATIONALVEHICLEFACILITWSGOING
ARGGUNDTHEPOND.WE WEM INTHEPROCESSOFNEGOmAmNO THEFINANCR40OF
THEFACILITYAATTHETIMESmRRAPACIFICSHUTDOWN GGUREFFORTSTOOBT~
THEFNANCINOBYSBLE~R4GOURPROPER~ASA “PREFE~D ROUTE”FORTHBIR
POWERLINE,

1AMQUOT~O THEFOLLOWINOSE~lONFROMTHE CALIFORNIACODEOFPUDLIC
PROCEDUREANDDECLARETHATR4NO WAY DOESTHISQUOTATIONINANYWAY OR
MANNERLmTHE REQUIREMENTSNECESSARYWHEN A PUBLICUTILITYATTEMPTSTO
USETHSPOWEROFEMWENT DOMAINTOCONDEMNPROPERTY,lW~THERTHAT
CONDEMNATIONBETEMPOMRY ASINT}IECASEOFSIERMPACIFICORA PERMANENT
CONDEMNATION.

SECTION 1240.030CALIFORNIA CODE OF CI~L PROCEDURE

TiIEPOIWR OF EMINENT DOhtiIN AM YBEEXERCISED TOACQUIRE
PROPERTYFORA PROPOSEDPROJECT ONLY IFALL OF TilEFOLLOIVINGARE
ESTAULLP1lED

(u)TIIEPUBLICINTERESTANDNECESSITYREQUIRETIIEPROJECZ

@) TIIEPROJECTISPtiNNED ORLOCATEDIN TIIEMANNERTI{ATIV3LL
BEMOSTCOMPATABLElV2TiiTHEGREATESTPUBLICGOODAND TIIELWST
PWVATEINJVRK

(c)TIIEPROPERTYSObGllTTODEACQVIREDISNECESSARYFORTIIEPROJECZ

ON FEBRUARY4,1994THECPUCACCEPTEDTHEAPPLICATIONOFSIERRAPACIFIC
FORA C@RTIFICA~OFPUBLICCONVENIENCEANDNECESSITYASBEINGCOMPLETE.
ALLTHATWASCOMPLETEWAS AN APPLICATIONFORTHECERTIFICATE.THIS
COmLBTB APPLICATIONDOESNOTCON~RE WITHlTTRS R30HTSOPEMINENTDOMAIN
ORANYOT~R RIOHTSFORTHATMAmR TODOORTAKEANYA~lON ON PRIVATE
PROPERTYWHATSOEVBkWHAT WASCOMPLETEWASANAPPLICATIONFOR A
CERTmICATEOF CONVENIENCEANDNECESSITYFOR CONSTRU~ION AND
OPERATIONOFTHEALTURAS3NTERT3EPOWERL3NRNO R3Gn~ TO CONSTRUCTOR



RULES.TffATCLA3MISANALAGOUSTO CUM1lNG T3fATm ASTATE
COMPLESWITT3STATELAWSTTfEYDON’T3fAVETO CO~LY WITHTf3E
CONST~T30N OFTffE UN3TEDSTATS8.ALJCHRfSTfNEWALWYNCALLEDME
BUTREFUSEDTO ~SCHEDULE T3fE HEANNG AND GIVE At3AQUATENOTICE. I
HAD SUFFBRfNGt3XTENSlVE EXACERBATION OF MY STRESSDlSAf3fLITV AS THE
RESULTOF HAV3NGTO FIGHT SfERRAPACfFfCAND TUSCARORA’SA~EMFTS TO
DESTROY OUR PROPEERW AND HAD BEEN HA~G EXTENSIVEPROBLEMS WfTff
MY EVES AND tNPARTICULAR~ LEFT EYE fN WH3CHI WAS EXPERfENCtNGPAfN
AS WELL AS WATENNG OF BOTH EYES ASTHE RESULTOF TRYfNG TO READ
EISm[R PRELWfNARY REPORTSFROMBOTHTUSCARORAANDSfERRAPACfFIC.

m WASNECESSARYFORME TO TRY TO TAKE CARE OF FAMtLY NEEDS IN
OREGON AND TRAVEL TO CALWORNAT~ N3GRTOF FEB. 5,95 W ORDERTO BE AT
THE CONFEtU3NCf3ON THE 6TH. THE REPORTERSTRANSC~ OF FEBRUARY
6,1995,EnNTHOOUGH IT 1S3NACCURATE,NOT EVEN STATfNO THE SECTION
THATIMADBA MOTIONTO HAVE THE HEAR~O RESCHEDULED TO A LATBR
DATE AND A~MPTED TO CITE THE (iROUNDS. WALWYN REFUSEDTO ALLOW
MB TO COMPLETE MY MGTION AND DENfED m. MORE ~ORTANTLY
WALWYNREFUSEDTO ALLOWMSTO STATETf3Ef8SUESWffm I WANTED
TO HAVEADD~ED BECAUSEI M FLED A SU~ ~ FEDERALCOURT
ConcerningTffZ MATTER Tf3ERESULTOFWALWYN’SUNLAWFUL
ACTION3S~T 3TfSNECESSARYFORniE TO FfLEA FURTffERSUITIN
FEDERALCOURTANDGETAN 3NJUNCTIONTO STOPTffEENT3RE
PROCEEDINGSUNTfLTHEnfATTERCANDE IIEARB INFEDEML COURT.

A FUR~R RESULTOF TRB UNLAWFUL ACTIONS OP THE CONSPIRATORSWAS
THE FUR~R DAMAOB TO MY EYES PARTICULARLY TffRLEFTEYE WfRCH
CIIANGEDTOTIIE EXTENTTMT nly LEm CONTACTLENSESTUCKTO MY
EYE. IT WASTHEREFORENECESSARYFORMB TO MAKE AN APPOINTMENT WITH
AN OFTHAMOLOOIST AND LATER WfTfi AN OFTOMRTNST BOTH OF WHOMTOLD
ME ICOULD NO LONOER\~AR MY CONTACTSFORTHE PERIOD I HAD BEEN
WEAfUNGTHEM ~CESSARY IN ORDERTO READ AND PREPARETHE DOCUMENTS
TO TRY TO PROTE~OUR PROPERTYFROMTUSCARORAANDSNRRAPACIFIC) OR
LOOSf3’ff{EAEILITY TO WEAR CONTA~S AT ALL. f3t3CAUSEMY CONTACr LENSE
PRBSCR3FTIONIS NTHE MtNUS 13WNGE ANO THE NEW MYODISK LENSESARE
IN TRE MfNUS 15RANGE WOSST PEOPLEWHO WEAR GLASSESHAVE A RANGE
FROM MtNUS 1TO WNUS 6) AND BECAUSEI THE CURVATURE OF THE MYODISK IS
SUCHTHATTRE~ 1SEmEM DISTORTIGGN AROUND THE EDGES I AM
REDUCEDTO WBARfNGTffBMAT HOME AND MUST REDUCEMY WEARtNG OF
MY CONTA~S. IT WAS NECESSARYFORME TO WAIT FOR AN APPOINTMENT
W~{ THE O~mST AND WAIT 10DAYS IN WHICH T~ 1WAS UNABLETO
\VEAR EVEN MY R30~ CONTA~ ANDTRSN WAfT 0VBR30 DAYS TO GBTNBW
0LASSf3SAND CONTACTSDUBTO THE SEVEfUTY OF MY PRESC~lON. 1HAVE
mBMEFORB BEN UNABLETO READ THE VOLUMES OF EISmfR MPORTS, RESPOND
TO THSM, OR A~ND MEETINGS DUE TOM FACT THAT I COULD NOT DRIVE
FOROWR 5 HOURS~ NOR~N CLA3FORNIA WITH ONE CONTACT LENSE.

WHAT 1WASAAELETOWAD CLEARLY SHOWEDME T3fAT ASPENWAS NOT
~@ARTfAL, THAT THEY CONCLUDEDTHAT POWERL~S ~A~tNG THE
RUNWAY OF A PRfVATf3AfRPGRTWERENOT fMPORTANT BECAUSETHE FAA
DR3~ REQUfRBANY ACTfON TO BE TAKEN,FA3NTCONSOLATIONTO~ PILOT
WHOSENLANE LOOSESPOWERON TAKEOFF ASPfN 3SATLEAST8MILESOUT
I WASABLETO F3NDOURPROPERTYONTHE nMPTffATASPENPROmED

.

.

101!:2
I

I

ANDTHELOCATIONTffEY USEDWASSOME 8nllLESBROM TUE
MUEMARKSRSM TffE FRONTOFTffE PROPERTY,38TffEY CAN’TGET
CLOSER~ 8MfLESTO TNE LOCATIONOFAPfECE OF PROPERTYHOW
CANTT3EYDETERMfNETHE LOCATIONOFARTIFA~ AND OTHER
ENVIRONMENTALCONCERNES.PURTHSR ASPENHAS DELIBEWTLY
DISREGARDEDEWDENCE OF BIRTH DE~CTS, CANCERAND O~R PROBLEMS
Dl~CTLY ASSOCIATEDMTH ELECTROMAGNETIC FIELDS AND CLAIMS THAT
0T3~R ROUTESARE UNAVAILABLE BECAUSETHEY WOULDTAKETOGLAONG
TOC~CK OUTBNVfRONMENTALLY.THEYWTHEREFOM AIDINGSIERRA
PAC~C M THEIR CHOSENROUTE TO THE DETREME~OFTffE OWNERS OF
PNVATR PROPERW. lTSROULDFURTHERDENOTEDTHATACCORDfNGTO
ASPENSOWN REPORTSTRE FEDERALGOVERNnlENTISREEVALUATMG
3fYDROELECTWCPOWERFLAN~ fNTHE NORTNWESTANDTHERE nlAYNOT
EVENBE ELECTRICITYAVAMBLE FORTffE FUTUREDEVELOPMENTSIERRA
PACfFICISSEEKfNG.

DUE TO THE NECESSITY OF GETrlNO 7tllSLETERTO THE POSTOITICE DEFOM5
P.M. IT 1SNECESSARYFORMETO CONCLUDEWITH THE REMARKS I HAVE MADE.

BECAUSE0FTf3E UNUWFULA~IONS OF TffE CONSPfRATOR8I
RESPECTIVELYREQUESTTffATTUSCARORAANDSIERRAPACfFICDEDENIEDA
CER~ICATE OFPUELICCONVENIENCEANDNECESSITYONTffE GROOUNDS
TflATTffEfRCONSPIRACYANDUNLAWFULACTIONSMAKE TIIEMUNFITTO
RUN SUCU UTILITIES.

SfNCERILY

J
1

1

1
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25, 1995

June Hall lgan- California Publlc Utllltles Commlsslon
Peter Humm - Bureau of Land Management

c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St. *218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

GcneralPublic.
CommentSet145

Re. FORMAL PROTEST OF THE ALTURAS 346KV POWER LINE
CPUC Appllcatlon Number 93-11-018 and ELM Case Number
CACA-310408

Oear June, and Peter,

I am In opposition to the propoeed new power line, and Its
construction for the followlng reasons:

1. Damage to the environment. What I mean by this Is, look
at the Southern California Oesert areas and the Incredible
environmental damage from the powerl Ines, roads and
related damage to the area, This dlreotly relates to new
roads out under the powerl Ines, which WI 1I never go away,
and Increased vehicle traffic access will be Introduced to
sensltlve desert wild Ilfe areas.

2, Taking a nice place Ilke Pevlne and running 346 KV
POWER LINE through It, would be an ugly eye sore whloh
would lower property values.

3. Creating a whole new power llne, and road does not make
since, when their are exlstlng power corrldore which could
be ueed to transfer power.

4. Questionable polltlcal tactlce ueed by Sierra Paclflc,
trying to keep material facts about the proposed power
Ilnes away from the publlc for as long as possible. Then
at the last minute, make the material facts known wel I
Into the ELM Land Negotlatlon process.

Thank you June, and Peter, for your time In regards to
this matter,

Slncerelyj

.

6240 W.”Choctaw Ct
Sparks, Nv 89433

FtilEINS,November 199S
G-3I5
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General Public
Comment Set 146

P.O. BOX 206
Sierraville, CA 96126
June 3,1995

Peter Humm
Bureau of Land Management
705 Hall Street
Susanvillo, CA 96130

‘Ro: Rono Aturaa Intertio
CPUC # 94042001
BLM# CACA31406

Dear Mr. Humm: ... .’ .,.. .i

The propogedland swap with Sierra Pacific Power is not consisbnt with the Sierra
County General Plan, the National Fore9t U9e Plan, nor the charter of the Sierra ]01!21
Pacific Power Company.

This project doeg nothing b improve eervice to the regident customers of Sierra
Pacific’s area of operation, Its primary purpose geem to be either provide dividende ]01::2toSierra Pacific’ggtickholderg, or enhance the image of Sierra Pacific’9executives,

Tho coneequenceg of the land swap, particularly the vieual destruction of the Dog
Valley ig unacceptable end unneceggary. Thero ghodd be binding conditions
attached b any exchange requiring trangmiggion lineg h be routed along exieting
transportation corridorg. That way the exieting land uge in Dog Valley will remain 10

1:[>

and Sierra Pacific’scustemors will bo more likely to receivo quality service., with
facilities directed to gorvo tho Company’sintended market.

This proposal needs to bo reviewed to conform with the General Plan and tho recent
vote of the Sierra County Board of Supervisors disapproving of the project.

~:t~&J

Kon Bechtel

G-316
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a@*$& Umln General Public
.%[[w - Comment Set 141

PflnclPol,E C P D
EnvlronmontalConsulting,Plonnln#,and Do8!8n
P.o. Eox 1191 Mt,Shoeto,Collfofnla96097 . 0 :olmllo916.92G27e2

*~

June 1,1995

JufieHalllgan, ProjeclManagar Harrlck E, Hanks, District Manager
California Public Ulifitles Commission Bureau of Land Management
505 Van Ness Avenue 705 Hall Streat
San Francisco, CA. 94102 Susanvllle, CA, 96130

Ra: Commenls on Dfaft EIR/S Page 1 of 10
Alluras Interfie Project-Sierra Pacific Power Company
CPUC Application No, A93-I 1-018 & BLM No. CACA-31406

These are my written comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Draff
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIR/S) for tha Alturas Intertla Project proposed by
the Sierra Pacific Power Company (SPPCO.),CPUC Application No. A93- 11-018 &
BLM No, CACA-31406, 1believe that the DEIR/S is fatally flawed for many reasons.
I provided verbal comments at the public hearing before the Administrative Law Judge
(ALJ) Richard Careaga In Alturas, CA, on April 17, 1995, This letter is in addition to my
verbal remarks.

FLAWED ASSUMPTIONS ON AVAIMBILITV OF BPA POWER
+

. On page A-36 of the DEIR/S, tha discussion Is fatally flawed regarding
avallabitityof Iowcost hydroelectric power from Bonneville Power Administration
(BPA) for this SPPCOproject. The current trend In relicensing of hydroelectric
facilities In the Pacific Northwest is to dacreasa total generation capacity In
favor of lessened adverse impacts to anadromous fisheries, The US Fish and
Wildlife Sewice and the National Marine FisheriasAgency are actively and
aggressively seeking greater Instream flows at existing hydroelectric facilities,
meaning less available water for hydroelectric generation.

, Special interest groups, including anglers and Native American Indians, are
(
1!

lobbying for the compfele removal of several existing hydroelectric facilities in
Iha Pacific Northwest and tha restoration of fisheries habitat to “pre.hydroelectric
conditions.” I do not personally agree wilh the complete removal of any existing
hydroelectric faci~tles, However, the trend is obvious-existing ganeratlon
capacities and availabitkyof Iowcost hydroelectric power will not increase, but
rather, may actually decraase substantially In the near future.

● The DEfR/S says on page A-36, ‘It a Syslam Operaling Slratagy Is adopted that
causesa reduction in hydroelectric power operation or capacity, EPA will naed
10 acquire altarnale resources.” What alternative resources? Nuclear power?
Coal-tired power? Solar power? Wind-generated power? This in turn, could
(advarsely) affect fhe availability of low cost trydroelacfric power for v

L /

Wal ENS, November 199S

I

I
I

$“

\

Alturas Intertle Pro]ecl-Sferra Pacific Power Company
CPUC Application No. A93-1 1-018 & BLM No. CACA-31406
Page 2 of 10 June 1, 1995

L
SPPCO. The Draft SOR EIS was released (or public comment in July, 1994.
What were the recommendations of Ihe Draft SOREIS? Did it recommend
more low-cost hydroelaclrlc power avallabitity,or less, or the same?

. “The Finai SOR EiS is expected 10 be released in Juiy, 1995.”’ What doss the
Final EIS say about power availability? fs this SPPCOProject null and void
based on projected BPA operations and future constraints on availability of tow-
cost hydroelectric power from BPA? (

. Aa stated on page A-37, ‘flbout 85 percent of/he power BPA selis is
hydroelectric,” Becauae “accesa to avalfabfe low-coat hydroelectric power”
la one of three major objectives of this SPPCOProject (page B.46), If
hydroelectric power availability decreases eubstentfally due to increased
Inetream flows for anadromous fisheries values, what is the likelihood of
this SPPCO Project becoming obsolete bafore it la even built? This
deficiency Is a potential fatal ffaw In the DEIR/S and the entire project.

d
SITE/ROUTE SELECTION AND GENERAL PLAN INCONSISTENCIES

. Buriad in the center of Ihe DEIR/S (pages C,8-1 to 8.70) are numerous
references to tha inconsistencies with the SPPCOProposed Projact with existing
General Plans and Land Management Plans, The proposed project is
Inconsistent with spacific land management direction given in the General Plans 1(of Modoc, Lassan, and Sierra Countiesand the Land and Resource
management Plan for the Modoc National Forest.

. Specifically, Segment A violates the spirit and intent of the 1991 Modoc Naliona/
Forast Land and Resource Management P/an which states (page 4-15), ‘limit
allocations of single-purpose transmission and transporfafion corridors. P/ace
new transporfafion and utility Iacllities within or contiguous to exisfing corridors.
Encourage tha use of private lands, where appropriate, for new corridors.” This
quote Is also found in the SPPCODEIR/S on page C.8-39, but the direction 1(given has been totally Ignored in the site/roule selection for the project. How
can the CPUCIBLM Ignore such clear, concise dlrectlon, and suggest a
new corridor on Modoc Nationaf Forest lands (Segment A and Devlla
Garden Substation)? This is a fatal flaw in tha DEIR/S and tha PrOjeCt
sile/route selection process.

. Also, the Devils Garden Substation and all projact segmants in Modoc County
violate the spfrit and intent of the 1988 Modoc County General P/an which states
that transmission lines ‘:..sfrould be consistent wilh the land usas and
development to minimize advarse social or environmental impacts. Such lines 1(should avoid interference with adjacent land uses and assure that aesthetic
values will not be degraded.” (See DEIR/S page C.8.41.) The proposed
projact clearty violatas this direction throughout all of Modoc County.

\
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Alluras Interfie Pro]ect-Sierra Pacific Power Company
CPUC Application No, A93-I 1-018 & BLM No, CACA-31406
Page 5 of 10 June 1, 1995

within the 660-loot sludycorridors based on their welghhrg of the environmental
constraints wlthrespect tothelrdas/gn consldarallons.'' What aretha
environmental constraints? Whatlsthe relatlve welghtof each environmental
constraint lnrelatlon toevary other one? Whyonly a660-foot wldecorrldor?

.

.

.

●

✎

Where in the DEIR/S can tha raadar find a specific, concise list of the evaluation
crkeria and weighting that were used during preparation of the DEIR/S for
site/route selection?

One unstated but explicit evaluation criterion which appears In numerous places
throughout the DEIR/S Is the siting of project facilities ’300 feet from ex/sl/ng
residences'' and''300 teet/rom sens/tiva receptors.'' Howwasthlsdlstance
chosen bythe CPUC/BLM? Isthle the newstandard forassessfng fand
use, recreation, andvisualresourca Impacts in California?

It appears that the entire SPPCOPreferred Project has been determined to be
environmentally superior because it is the site/route which is more than
300-feet from existing residences andsensitive receptors. This isludicrousl
Many existing transmission lines occur within urban areas throughout our
Nation, allofwhich arecloser than '300feet (romsensltive receptors.'' Does
the CPUC/BLM suggest that these urban transmission lines will no longer be
acceptable in California or in the United Slates?

If, Instead of the unslated but explicit evaluation criterion of ’300 Ieet horn
sensitive receptors,''thacritarion were ''Doesthepro]ect dastroy or impact
open space and fong-distance vistas?” how different would be the outcome
of the CPUC/BLM’s environmentally superior alternative? I suspect it would be
totally different, because the proposed project absolutely destroys literally
thousands of acres of open space fands and long-distance vistas In
Noflheastern Caflfornla.

I insist that this evaluation criterion, “Does the project destroy or Impact open
space and long-distancevistas?”be adopted and incorporatedintothe Final
ElR/S. What new sites/routae/corridorshas the CPUC/BLM missad that
are environmentallysuperiorand preferredconsidering thisnaw
evaluationcriterion?fInsistthatthisIssue be addressed in the Finat
EIRIS.

DRAFT EIRIS CONCLUSIONS NOT SUPPORTED BY FACTS

. “...the following route alignments and subslallon sites... are considered
environmentally superior under CEOA(and are the NEPA lead agencppreferred
alternative: Proposed Segment A, due primarily to the fact that this route would
avoid many of the visual and Ianduse impacfs associated with Alterrratfve
Segmant B that cannot be fully mlfigated.” @age ES-13). In fact, the Alturas
Afternativa (Sagment B) is environmentally superior to the DavifsGarden
proposed proJect. The DevilsGarden area, lncfudng Daggert Canyon and the

I

Y

,

Alturas fntertle Project-Sierra Pacific Power Company
CPUC Application No, A93-I 1-016& BLM No. CACA-31406
Page 6 of 10 June 1, 1995

BLM mountain bike route and scenic vista point, are much more environmentally
4

sensitive than Sagment B. Greater consideration naads to ba given in the Final
EIR/S to significant, nommltlgabfe advarse environmental impacts at the Devils
Garden and Daggert Canyon areas.

● Specific items of concern that create significant, non-mitlgable adverse
environmental impacts in the Devils Garden and Daggert Canyon areas are:

degradation of existing open space,
degradation of Iong.distance vistas,
degradation of recreation settings and opportunities,
degradation of existing and proposed mountain bike trails,
degradation of undisturbed skyline by transmission line conductors and

towers,
degradation of 20.additional acres of juniper woodlands,
degradation of 20.additional acres of surface soil disturbance,
degradation of five known significant archeological sites (versus one non.

significant site on Segment B),
degradation of potential Indian Ceremonial Sites at Daggert Canyon

(versus none on Sagment B), and
degradation of two significant stream crossings at Daggert Canyon

(versus none on Segment B).

(
;

● ‘;,,the following substation sites.., are considered environmentally suparior under
CEOA (and are fhe NEPA Iaad agenckpreferred alternative): Proposed Afturas
Substation (Devils Gerden Site) due to avofdanca o! significant land use and
visual impacts associated with the alternative substation’s (Mifl Site) focatfon fn
close proxfmity to sensitive fand uses and public views.” Did anyone from the
CPUCIBLM visit the proposed Mill Site? There Is an existing abandoned
industrial facility at this proposed substation (Mill Site) and the entire area
hae been totally modified and disturbed. The ground is totally scarified and
no mature native vegetation remains. There is an existing substation at the Mill
Site, an apparent remnant from Ihe former lumber mill.

. How can the CPUCIBLM say that the degradation and destruction of a
prlstlne area (Devils Garden Substation Site) wIII have fess Impact than
the construction of another substation adjacent to an exlstlng substation
at the Mill Site? Tha biological impact description (pg ES.22) and cultural
impact assessment (pg ES-25) state greater impacls for Segment A than for
Segment B. Thase facts are inconsistent with the conclusions derived in the
DEIR/S. Therefore, Segment B and the Milt Slta Substation are clearly the
environmentally preferred alternatives, Instead of Segment A and the
Devils Garden Substation site. And other sites/routes may exist that are even

more environmentally superior, but hava not yet been expforad or studied.

. I disagree with the statement on page ES-26 (Geology, Soils, and Paleontology)
that says, “The alternative Afturas Substation site (Mifl Site) would result fn
sllghfly greater impects than the proposed site because additional erosion,

1

I

I
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Alturas Intertie Project-Sierra Pacific Powar Company
CPUC Application No. A93-1 1-018 & BLM No. CACA-31406
Page 7 of 10 June 1, 1995

slllation, and pollullon could occur.” How can that be? From orr.site

1

inspections that I have made, the Mill Site appears to be totally disturbed with
coarse gravally soils that would not erode, whereas the DevilsGarden
Substation site Is totally pristlna, and appears to be scattered badrock outcrops,
but mostly heavy clay soils that would easily erode and pollute Daggert Canyon. ~

● I disagree with the statement on page ES-30 (Hydrology) that says, “The
Allernalive Alluras Subslallon site (Mill Site) would have additional hydrological
/mpacts to that of ttre proposed site because It /s Iocafed in lowlands.” The Mill
Site is an existing abandoned industrial lumber mill site, How can that compare
to the hydrological impacts of developing the pristine Devils Garden site?

. I disagree with the statement on psge ES-34 (Noise) that says, ‘Veh/c/es used
/n maintenance and Irrspectlons, and repair activities would also produce non- 1s/gni/icant no;se /eve/s,” This is very questionable, as a stendard technique is ~
for a utililyto ovarfly its facititywith low-to-the-ground helicopter inspections.
The noise intrusion of frequent helicopter overflights is not non-slgnlflcanti

MfSCONCEPTIONS IN THE MND USE STUDY

. I befieve the statement given on page ES-31 (Land Use, Recreation, and
Educational, Religious, or Scientific Uses) is Incomplete and Iherefore inaccurate
when; says, “Operat/ng the Proposed Project would result In s~ti w

aa /e dea adatlon of the qualify of residential uses as a result of a
pefmanent ch;nge In the characler of the resldantlal environment due to the 1(visual Impacts of the project structures and EMF concerns.” It la an
Incomplete and therefore Inaccurate thought because the algnilicant, non-
mitigabfe dagradatfon also occurs to opan space lands, reoreatlonal
lands, rural lands, open epace lands, and agricultural Isnds, This is a fataf
flaw in the Land Use Analysis.

. I totally disagree with the next sentence on page ES-31 that says, “Des/gnhrg
the Proposed Project such /hat the transmission line structures are not placed
wlthlrr 300 Ieet of exlstlrrg residences Is proposed to partially raduca this
significant Impactc” As stated earlier in this fetter, this proposed 300-foot
separation for EMF is Iudcrous and precedent.seltingf Many exisling
transmission lines occur within urban areas throughout our Nation, all of which 1(are closer than “300 feet from sensit(va receptors. ” Does the CPUC/BLM
suggest that these urban transmission lines will no longer be acceptable
fn California or in the Unfted States? Will other utility companfes suppofl this
300-foot separation created by SPPCO’Sconcerns for EMF?

. Page ES-32 states, “Non.slarr/fican( land usa impacts of operatlrrg tha Proposed
Project include: disturbances to residential and recreational uses during
maintenance of the line (a.g., increases in noise, dust, odors, and lraffic);
degradation of the quality of recreaflonal usas as a resu/t of a change In the

1

(

character of the recreational envlranment due to the visual impacts of the

\

Fhal EIMS, November 1995

I

,
Alturas Intertle Project-Sierra Pacific Power Company
CPUC Application No. A93-1 1-018 & BLM No. CACA-31406
Paga 8 of 10 June 1, 1995

structures and their Interfarance with racraallonal activities...” I strongly
disagreel How can these visual impacts be Wlcant. non-mm for
resldentiaf usars as described on page ES-31, and yet, be ~
~ for~l and recreatfonaf u era on page ES.32? Thfs Is
totally fnconslstent, totally Ilfoglcal, and an%ther exampfe of the magnitude
of fatal flaws in the DEIRIS.

MISCONCEPTIONS IN THE TREATMENT OF EMF

. Throughout the DEIR/S, the treatment of electrical and megnelic fields (EMF)
seems inconsistent, and tharefore, precedant setting, with regard to previously
approved electrical transmission projects in the United States, current EMF
research findings, and current CPUC policy.

. There Isa clear intent throughout the document to keep all project facilities 300.
feet or more from existing residences, This bias to separating residences and
transmission facilities by 300-fact is not based upon scientifically estebllshad
facts or studies. From thfs time forward, will the CPUC subjact other utility
companies to this same 300-foot criterforr?

VISUAL RESOURCES

. On page ES-32 and elsewhere, the DEIR/S states that sfgnlficant, non-
mltigable visual impacts will be partially reduced by placlng transmission fine
structures 300-feet or more from existing residences. Is the CPUC/BLM
suggesting that the visual fmpacts are only visible from 300.feet or less, and If
viewed from more than 300-feat, they are not significant and less degrading to
the visual environment? ff so, this is totally fafse.

. In the early 1970s, tha Forest Service first developed a detailed system for
Visual Resource Management. It defines distance zones for analysis of visual
impacts, These distence zones are:

Foreground: Zero to one-half mile
Middleground: one-fourth mile to 5 miles
Background: 3 miles to infinity.

Several years later, the BLM modified the Forest Sewice Visual Management
System and adopted Its own Wsual Resource Management System. Nowhere
in either the BLM or Farast Service Visual Resource Management Systems have
distance zones been limited to only 300-feetf This is another fatal flaw in the
Ioglo and evacuationcrlterla of the DElfl/S.

● Please note that the visuel simulations for 24 key observatlan points dlspfayed in
DEIR/S Section C.13 did not Ilmit the viewing distance to 300.feet. Why,
therefore, does the DEIR/S text continually Ilmh its fmpect assessment to 300-
feet? The visual simulations clearly Drove that afl three distance zones-

.

foreground, mlddlaground, and background-are visible and Impacted by Ihie .
project. Thfs clearly demonstrates the flawed toglc in the DEIR/S.

(1$

\
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. I disagree with the statement on page ES.41 Wsual Resources), Saction 4.12,2 .
Project Alternatives, that says, ‘Xlluras Area Alternative A//grrrnent (Segment B).
This alignment would result In significant, unmltlgable visual Impacts, due to Its
vlsua\ prominence in scenic views Irom major travel corridors and residential
areas In the vicinity of Alturas.” This statement is incomplete: if thare were only
two alternatives (there ere certainly more), then vlsuaf prominence and vlaual
absorption capability should also be considered in evaluating alternatives.
Segment B is closer to Alturas, howaver, Segment B Is NOT skyllned and
Segment A is skylined and much more visible, The Iandform scraanlng I
provided by the rolling hills along Segment B creates high visual absorption
capability. However, for Sagment A, the steep, rocky slopes and rldgetop
allgnmant create a skylinad view in a low visual absorption capability landscape
that creates a Class I impact that cannot be mitigated In any way. If there are
only these two choices, Sagment A or Segment B (whichis NOT the case), then
Segment B is probably the environmentally Q-d alternative. I would say
that naither Segment A or Segment B is environmentally x, as both are
- alignments. Therefore, a completely new tle-lnpofnt should be
found for the SPPCO Project and the existing BPA line.

. I also dsagree with the statement on page ES.42 (Wsual Resources) that says,
‘Subslafion Alternative Sifes. The A/furas Substation A/terns//ve (referred to as
lhe Mill Site Alternative), would result in significant, unmltlgabla visual impacts.
in comparison, the proposad Alturas Substation would result in advarse, buf
non.significant visual impacts.” This is totally false and terribly misleading
to any reader who has not visited both sites. The proposedMillSite IS
adjacent to an existing substation for an abendoned lumber mill in a landscape
that has baen totally modified by existing industrial uses. The Devils Garden
(preferred) Substation Site is a natural landscape with a mountain bike trail and

(

a designated scenic vista into pristine Daggert Canyon overlooking a scenic
waterfall. How can the visual impacts be greater, significant, and unmitigabfe at
the Mill Site, and yet non-significant end mitigable at DavllaGarden? These
misleading statements about vlstral resources at substation sites are
another example of the magnitude of the fatal flaws In the DEIRIS.

. f disagree wilh Ihe visual simulations shown in DEIR/S Section C.13. Because
of the clear direction given in the Modoc County General Plan and the Modoc
National Forest Land Management Plan (which are being grossly violated by this
DEfR/S), all new transmission fines should be placed in existing corridors. if 1(thisproject is built, which it should not be, it will create a new corridor.
Therefore, all visual simulations shoufd show two or three parallel
transmission tines on the skyline, not just one!

. The peoplewho wrote ttis DEIR/S obviously consider Iong-distance vistas
and open space to be a resource of fittle value. However, just the opposite is
true. Longdistance views and opan space are extremely valuable to the

1

(
psychological and physiological well-being of all people. Current research has
substantiated this fact. I can make available to you copies of this research, if

\

Alturas Interfie Projact-Sierra Pacific Power Company
CPUC Application No. A93-1 1-018 & BLM No. CACA-31406
Page 10 of 10 June 1, 1995

you desire. The CPUC/BLM and SPPCOare obviously Ignoring the oruciaf
importance of long-distance vistas and open space In the site/route
selection process for this project,

CONCLUSION

. Finally, why does the DEiR/S spend so much time and effort trying
(unsuccessfully) to mitfgate significant, non-mitigabfe environmental
Impacta, instead of sfmpiy aefecting a route within or adjacent to an
exlstlng utiflty corridor that has.fess impacts?

. The entfre project Is fatally flawed In my opinion, and in the opinion of
many ofhers, Including Modoc and Sierra County Boards of Supervisors
and the Forest Servfce.

(I

(1,
$ f recommend and respectfully request that the CPUC/BLM deny this

project and direct that a new (or supplemental) draft environmental
impact repotistatement be prepared. The new study must fully
investigate in detail a new SPPCOtransmission fine within o
a xiswa~ , Instead of creating a new transmission ilne that
des;roys open sp;ce snd long-distance scenfc vistas throughout Northern
California. ‘ad’acentto J

Lae Anderson, AS~

cc Honorable Richard Careaga, ALJ, CPUC
Ed Hastey, CA Stala Director, BLM

)

)
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PART G. COMME~S

FhaI EIWS, November 1995

):,1

1

I

I

i

if the roads within the

m how vehicles will be

the Draft Environmental

righ~ of way ere rehabilitated. Please tell

uaad ko inepect the line when, according to

Ipct Repor&l there will be no roadel

Thank vou,

c

Mr. & Mrs. @rdon Dick

P.O. -X 1691

Alturaef CA g6101

my 25, 19g5

Julie Helligan/PaterHw

CPN/BLM

c/o Aspen EnvironmentalGroup

30423 Canwood St.t Suite 218

Agoura Hille, CA 91301

~: Altucas Inkertie (CPUC 93-11+18, BLM ~CA 31406).

Dear Sire,

In the Draft hvironmntal I~ct Re@rt it statea that the mjority

of roads within the Projechss right of way would be rehabilited. me

Draft Snvironmnkal I~ct Report also statee that the llne would &

mintained by ground potrolj ~ncludlng tree triming, etc. This is

a conflict of atate~nta as there ia no mane for ground mintenonce oOc.
1.2

Marilyn N. Dick

tirdon Dick

323
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..

April 41 lgg5

Julie Halligan
California Public
505 Van Nesg Ave.
San Franciaco/ Ca

RE: Altura9 Intertie
CPUC ‘#A93-11-018

Or ,/CitizenGroups
8 ommentSet2

Utilities Commission

94102

Dear Ms. I!alligan: .

we are greatly concerned over the impact the propoeed 345 KV
power line would have on the Altura9 9re9 (Segment A ), and
nearby cultural sites.

The Infernal Caverns Battlefield location (Segment C) is
extremely eignificank becauge it le a emall confined battle
site in pristine condition. General George Crookts tour of
duty in the We9t waa significant of early settlement in the
western higtory. The area also contains goldiertg gravesiteg
and ig one of the most important battles in this areat
especially to local Native Americane. The integrity of the
area surrounding the battle cite would be eeverely impacted
by thege power linee anywhere negr this battlefield.

In reference to C. 4-351 Impact 41 mitigation mea9ure C-71
concerning the propo9ed powerline route (ei eest of and below
the rim). The context 9nd setting of the whole site i9 not
only to the Eaatl but also tO the west and above the rim!
So according to SPPCO’S mitigation, it doesn’t include the
total site. Therefore, in reference to Table D.5-1 (Cultural
Resource), the potential impact to the Infernal Cavern9
historical site is more gevere than Class II. It ehould be a
Class I becauge SPPCO didn’t take in the significance the
whole setting of the site.

We gupport the use of the Nevada Alternative because it tieg
into existing corridorg and cultural reaourcea have already
been mitigated.

.

]0Oc.
2.2

AISOJ basically in (Se9ment A) of the proposed Powerline

]0

there have been numerous waterfowl (geese) and 6 Sandhill Craneal ;%
ne9ting. The powerline will surely have adverge affectg on
wildlife and waterfowl in thig area. -

Sincerely8

I

I
I

1

I

~

!

I1
i

i
1.I
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PART G. COMME~S

RECEIVED ;IHI 1 ~ 1S35

Org,/Citken Groups
Comment Set 3

nterested parties:

4/15/95

To all

Regarding the propoeed Transmission line project between
Reno and Alturael I am writing ae a representative of the
Cometock Arabian Aeeociationf a Reno-baeed Horeemene’ club
to oppoee eaid project. 1

AS an officer of the or9anizat~on# a Nevada corPorat~onl
I am expreeslng the opinion of a majority of our membership:
the construction of Hiqh Power linee through and around the
area near the North and west Of peavine Mountain would interfere
with our memberet ability to use the trails and enjoy the natural
beauty of the area.

Although I recognize the need for said improvements) I join
the members of our organization in requesting thst the planners
seek another route, come distance from the Peavine cite. J

Thank you for your interest)

Bob Ramaey
[Vice Presid nt,

Cometock Arabian
Reno, Nv

Po Box 11020

Ass’n.

WI EIWS, November 1995
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Org,/Cithen Groups
r l?E(; l{lul;r) ;,!!/ 1 !) 1:~~ Comment Set 4

April, 16, 1995

To whom it may concern,

It is my understanding that Sierra Pacific Power Co.

intends to develope a sub-station near Bordertown in Washoe

County, Nevada. And, that access to the Peavine Mountain

area will be geverely restricted.

A9 an Equestrian and longtime Endurance Rider, I wigh

to voice my objection to the closure of this area. In the

pagt, there have been both 50 and 100 mile Endurance riding

events that have ueed the traile on Peavine Mountain. Many

pleasure riders, hikers, and other outdoor recreationalists

uee them ae well. Please re-consider the use of thie val-

uable recreational area.

Sincerely.t
.,./ /..~.> .F

, .,d<p,,~~:gk/&r&’.7d*9d

‘Michaele Trietram

Preeident, Nsvada All State

Trail Ridere

Member, American Endurance

Ride Conference
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PART G. COMME~S

Org,/Cithen Groups ‘L:CE!IJED ,:?R: : :945
Comment Set 5 .

We, the undersigned,as residents of Andetaon Acres, located near Red Rock Road and

H[ghway 395 North, on Peavinc Mountain, in Washoe County, Nevada, oppose any
major changw &at will negatively impact and affect our lives, lifestyle, and property val-
ues. /

!
. ...

Furthermore, wc believe it is our rccponeibilityj as residents of Pcavine Mountain, to help
protect and ineutc &t the peoplewho Iivc hctq and othcts who come to visit and for
rwtation purposcs)carr enjoy this unique cnvitonmcnt in eafcty and wi&out far.

We alsobclicvc that everything possible should bc done to keep this natural, rare, eccni~
and unspoiled part of Pavlnc Mountain, which Inckrdcs mcadowe, fotccta, canyon8, wild,
Iifc, wcdands, etr~ms, ponds, ptotcctcd and free ftom dcvclopmcnt and ptojecte that will
forcvct scar and chongc the cnvjronmcnt and hug negatively impact our Iivee.

Theec naturaland nadvc asgctgmugt be prcscwcdfor our childrenand for generatiorrg to
come.Wc, the undcraigrred, submit his petition and etatc our complete and total oppositla
to Sierra Pacific Power Company’s current plane, proposals and intcntione to cstab[ieh
power Iincs, 1~+ foot towers, con9trucUon roads, ctc,, aE part of their 165.mile CICCMC
power Ilnc bchvccn Akuras and Reno, known ag the Alturas Tranemi~aion Line Projcc~

Wc objwt to this proposed route for this maEeivc project so near to where wc Iivc, Aa

propoecd, thin project will bc placed in our community without our con8cnt and in dcfb
ante of our judgment. Thb ptojcct Is a threat to *C mfcty of people who use Pcavhrc
Mountain for rccrcadonal purpoeee and totheaafcty and well.bclrrg of our children. Thie
project, as propoacd, will bc placed where our chifdtcn arc growing up and where our
ctildrcn play. Thin projccb ag propoacd,will ruin Ac ptiatinc bcau~y of our cnvironmcn~

threaten wildllfc and ecnsidvc wcdand arcae, ecar the Iandgmpc of our community and
negatively impact and change Pavinc Mountakr and our Iivcg forever,

Date k ,,—.

.
Ftil EIWS, November 1995 V
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PART G. COMMENTS

Org,/Citken GroupsHa,the und~rsigned,PxopertyO~era ●nd Raaident8,arb totally

1

Ha, cha undersigned,Property~ers and Residents,ara totally

cppOaadto tho AlcurasIntercieProject.Listadbnlow are juota Comment Set 6 OPPOeadcoth- AlcurasIncertiePxojtot.Listadbelow are juot a
few of objectionsto thatproject! few of objactio~hat projectt

1. Inconsistentland use with reoidencialdevelopment 1, Inconaiotentland u86 with rt&idenclaldevelopment
2. Total degradationof the cnvironmont 2. Total degradationof the environment
3. Propertywill be devalued 3. Property will be davalucd
4. visual impactwill bo felt

o

4. visual im act will be felt
E5. Poaniblehealthhazard ~y 5. Poeeibla ●aleh hazerd

6, Propertyonara woro not notifiedoe to projactwith said 6. Propertyomera wtro not notifiedaa toprojectwith naid
power linesbetwnen110-130feat with 340,000volte of power linasbatween110-130faec with 340,000volts of
oloctricityrunningrightthroughtheirback yardc, alactricityrunningright throughtheirback yardc,

The propartyownoroboughtin WorlzonHillssubdivisionfo= tho

J

The propertyownorabouehtin NorizonHillsSubdlvieionfar the
beauty of tho PeavineMountainB,with nll of the amonitloa beauty of tha PeavlneMountOins,with all Of ehe amanitioa
tharcso. It ie elno not necenaorycw bo runningchat ki~d of thereto. Ic is alno not nacensarytobo runningthat kind of
power line aroundor near any kind of nubdivieionand/orimproved power line aroundor near any kind of subdivisionand/or improved

praperty.

~q~ ~ ti,&mt~rIXL ,~~ ~: f&_
I \..- $..,

.4,;,:.:/ .?,..... -<y.~,,;-

Ik

w& hm~

I

1

.
1-
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PART G. COMMENTS

We, the undersigned,Pxoparty Cmerc and Rasidants,are totally
OPPOaadto th* ap-Incercie PrOjsot.Listedbalow are juot a
few of objectlonetothatprojectI

Wa, cha Md*rsigned, Property Omers and Rasidants,ara totally
oppoaad to ths Al~*nterti c Pxojact. Liatadbalow are just a
fow of objeotionato t at projaot:

1. Incon9iotent lAnd use with raeidencialdevelopment
2. Total degradationof the anvironmant
3. Property will be dgvaluod
4. Vlautl im act will ba felt

RS. Poaaibla ●alch hazard
6. Propartyomara ware noc notifiadan to projectwith said

power Iinae.batwean110-130factwith 340,000volte of
oloatricityrunningright throughtheirback yards,

Tho proparcyownarobought in }IorizonHills 9uMivision for the
beauty of tha PoavineMountains,with all of the ●manitiaa i
thaxato, It ia alno not necesoaryco bo runningthat kind of
power line aroundor nonr any kind of subdivision●rid/orimprovad 1

. .

~al EIWS, Novaber 199S

.1

I

I

1,

::
4.
s.
6.

The properc owneroboughtin IIorizonHil1s subdivisionfor the
{beauty of t e PeavinaMountoin6,with all Of the ●mtnitias

therato. It ia aloo not neceoaarytoharunningthat kind of
powar line aroundor nonr any kind of subdivisionand/or improvad
proparty,

I
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25 Sierra View Road
Reno, Nevada 89S06
April 26, 1995 .

Org,/Citken Groups
Comment Set 7

Ms. JuUe Halligan
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, California 94102

RE: Sierra Pacific Power Company
Alturas Transmission Line Project
CPUC # 93-11-018
BLM # cACA-31406

Dear Ms. liaIligan

We are requesting a 15 to 30 day extension for the review period of the .
Reno-Alturas Transmission Line Project.

we live on Alternate Sesment WCFO(the EIS Preferred route),
specMicnllyon Sierra View Road, Reno Nevada. Regardless of which route is
selected, our homes will be highly impacted and effected by this HIOli
VOLTAOE powertine, In either caee, WE WERE NOT NOTIFIED OF THIS PROJECT.

1 m
r tn r

~ It is unrealistic to expect someone to read, comprehend and make
informed comments with only one week notice. We are active citizene and take
our civil responsibiUties seriously. We are asking the CPUC and the BLM to
please give us that opportunity. ‘J

*

In addition, the most complex aspect of this project is that our property
borders the CaUfornh state line. Therefore, the routing alternative are
located in CaHfornia and we are Nevada residents. J

Thank You very much for anY help that YOU can give us$

cc: Nevada Consumer Advoate
oovernor Bob Miller

Patdcia Anderson

i

The following people gigned the form letter:

Sincerely,

&ti

. Ai, . &/
Jeff Bond
Teri Bond

Sincerely,

6!PY

&.d& G+
Chris Page
Pamela Page

+~:y2&,
Edward ‘Silva .
Kathryn Silva

Edward West
Barbara West

Cindy Branham
Bordertown Landowners

Charles ParrottO

Sine elyl
.

&r+ &
Connie Van Dyke

-. \,-

:~’~$,~M+
e>

Leo Wheatley
.-.

Janet Wheatley

\

.,

..-’...1.,:

....

. .
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FL Lassen SpoMmens Club :., :
738 pLUh!ASST n SUSAWLLE,CA96130 , ~ :

\

*

(916) 257-3794 M
\

“Dedica!ed to secnreandnrainta!n tile n’gltts
of spatisnrerr andpruervlng jvlldl~e’

v

Aptil 26, 1995

JulieHalllganlPetHumm,CPUCIBLM
CIOA9penEnvironmentalGroup
30423Canwood Street, Suite 218.
Agoura Hills, Ca. 91301

REF:SlarraPacificPowerCompany
AllurasTranamlsslonLineProJeti,
CACA.31406
CPUC93.11-018

Org./Cit&cn Groups
Comment Set 8

Dear Ms. Helllgan and Mr. Humm:

Thank you for this opporfunlly to respond the environmental study for this projed, Afler -
mreful revlaw and deliberation of the execullve summery [t appears that the No Projed
Alternallve Is the only awptable option and our Club wishes to support the No Projed
Allernallve. This power line vdll create long term, unmltlgalable environmental damage
to thousands of acres of publlo and pdvate Iande to provide for the uncontrolled grotih
of the Reno basin. The only real adverse effed of the No Projed Alternative is, and t
quote from page ES-38, Sedion 4.10,2, paragraph two, “In Ihe Reno area, a shortage of
electricity could restri~ fuhrre growth rates: “COUIWreslrfst future arotih rates. This
hardly compares to the “slgnifioanl” and “Unmlllgalable” Impaofs addressed In lhls sludy,
not !O mention the quegtloneble rnillga!lon meagureg which Ihls study sayg will reduce
some of the regldual Impads to “Not Inglgnlffsantg.

In several sedlons of this summary where the No ProJeotAlternatives Is addressed
there are glatements such as, “similar Impaots would be realized In other areag as the
appllwnt augmenta their etisttng aystam*, or “slmllar Impacte would omur In different
Iocallona to those descrtbed above’, and elc. These kinds of statements smack of what
we would cell “sham’ envlronmanlal mmpadsons. Using this type of compatigons one
could say that a train wreckts similar to a ar wreck.The real quesllon which Ihls
document hag not addressad Is, “If SPPCOaugments their existing transmission
sysl~m(s) tilh a new proJad, till theimpads and environmental damage already done
by their exlsllng system(s) mlnlmize and/or reduce the new impacts such that a new
proJeti using the exlsthrg systems IS fad environmentally eupedor to their proposed

projed” Why Impaot a raw virgin environment when you an atimpllsh the same goal
by ulillzlng an exlgting easement? It would appear that SPPCOpicked this projed
bemuse it will brfng them cheap power, tilt be cheaper to build, and will give them
excess power to sail to other users In Callfornla, Who will really benefit from Ihls
propoged projest?? Not the wild lKe, not the owners of Ihe lands through which the lines
will traverse, not {ha current or future residents of Lassen Counly, and certainly not the
wondetiul environment which this proJeofwill glgnifissnlly degrade. Only the alechfcily
gobbllng Casino’s, Hote19,Motels, ConventIon Centers, and SPPCOwill benefillll Our
club, which Ie dedioeled {o the pregewallon of our wildlife and nahrral regources hope
thal you will agree vdlh this assessment and make the finding that the No ProJect
Allernatlve Is the appropdale Alternative.

/ ~esldenl

I

~al ERS, November 1995
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, 1

RricElvEl) hfAY[I I 1$35

_GoodReal Estate-—
RECREATION AND RANCH SPECMISTS,

Org./Citizen Groups
Comment Set 9

April 25,1995

Julie Halligan/PeHumm, CPUC/BLM
C/O Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, Ca. 91301

REF: Sierra Pacific Power Company
Alluras Transmission Line Project.
CACA-31406
CPUC 93-11-016

Dear Ms. Halllgan and Mr. Humm:

I am writing on behati of several of our clients who own property In the Long Valley area
of Lassen County. Most of them own property In Sactlon 36, T22N, R17E. My cllenla
are, for the most pafl, opposed to this project going through Long Valley. This tine vJII
spoil the scanic value of the entire area and thair properties. Additionally, Ihe original
praferred roule would go rfght through the middle of Section 36 and sevaral 20t/- acre
parcels. My clienls are unanimous in their opposition to tha original route and “IF” this
project must go Ihrough Long Valley they would flke It to be put on the west side of the
Valley. If it must goon Ihe East aide of US Highway 395 than alternate “Z is the only
aweptable route. We appreciate the opportunelyto give input into this project.

U ssoclate

-.

i

I
,

May 25,1995
I

Julie Heltigan/Pet Humm, CPUC/BLM
C/O Aspen Environmenlat Group

I 30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, Ca, 91301

REF Sierra Pacific Power Company
Alluras Transmission Line Project.
CACA-31406
CPUC 93-11.016

_Good Real Estate-—
RECMATION AND RANCH SPECIMISTS

Dear Me. Halhgan and Mr. Humm:

I am submitting an amendad latter on behatfof several of our Wenta who own proparty
In the Long Valley area of Lassen County. Most of them own proparty In Sactlon 36,
T22N, R17E. My clienls are, for the most part, opposad to this project going through
Long Valley period. This fine will spoil the scenic value of the entire area and thair
properties. The benefils of this project cannot outweigh the damage it will do to Long
Vallay. Additionally, the original preferred route would go tight through the middle of
Section 36 and several 20t/- acre parcels which Is all pdvately owned. My clients are
unanimous in their opposition to the odginal route. “IF” this projact must go Ihrough
Long Valley thay would Ike it to be put on Ihe East side of the Valley up against the
Pelleraon Mountains and, al Ihe very least, “IF” it must go along the prerered route on
the East sida of US Highway 395 then alternate “Z Is the only acceptable rou!e. My
ctients wish to state that they are not against needed Pubtic Utitity projacts bul feef this
pdject Is not in the Pubtic”sbest Interests. We appreciate Ihe opportunity to give input
into this project.

( sin~erely. ( j , ,1..

oOc,
9.1

UAs 6date

I

1055 h9AIN STRBST ● SUSANVILLB,CNIFO~lA g6:30 ● 016) 257-5347 t 2055 hlm STRSaT● SUSANVSLLE,CALIFORNIA96130 ● (916) 257-5347

G- 332



PART G. COMME~S

Drafi EIR/S Commetlt Sheet r#lV(tl..l\llIlj) t,!AYO3 i!)fl!;
ProposedMm Tramtislon Lhc

Org,/Citizen Groups
Nzsnc: Don Prnther Comment Set 10
A~atlon: N.w a ODDO~

Address: P.0, BOX 6al

Civ: Altura8 s~te: ~ Zm 96101

Phone: (~ 6) 25%5395 CPUC Applimtloss No.: 93-11-018 BLM Case No.: CACA-31406

“

me ~

ltha8 b~ea

am ore apt to ba infected with Letiemia th an small children living awav from

9ower Uea. en Wil1 not admit th t POa wer linee am the moeu. thev

w not aW that thev -n t.I

Now ❑any children will it t*O for YOU to mnke a oonolusion??? One?? 10??

100??

T to a~ one U. .0. ~ty aa ~nv

The only way to Drovide power to an area is to t~e it along a route with -

NO ohildran or people subject to Em, aa ie the Neveda Alternative.
.

If Nevada w~nts the POwer. th v ohould exDlore e all olte~ such Be Nuole8r

n to the ~ thnt ~+.:

d *n ~.

Your epparent goal ~o to tzke away our property in Modoo County, our values,

(ocenio. land wildlife, health. & welfare) to satisfv the need6 of Nov~a.

You dmadv know the obvioue wav to eupply them their noede over routee

alreadv Otudied.

I urge vou to realize your duties, read your own DEIR and take the Nevada

Alternative,

Yo r w~u are licti atate ouble

mile millione of dollara have been spent studyiw ENP, your laat word io

● We cm oonolude that no eonclueion be conoluded beonuee noth~n~ conolua~ve Oan

be concluded.8 T can onlv ~~P c et e for vour

waete of knowledKe and judgement, ond Yom conoluaiona.

A

d)

Please eitherdepositthis sheet at the sign-intablebeforeyou lea)e today, or fold, seal and
w

mail by May 3, 1995. Insert addtional sheets if needed.

WI EIWS, November 1995

):..1

‘)2
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1/1:1:1II, ,, !J.,,j ,!,

April 27, 1995
Draft EIR/S Cement 9heot Ret -posud Alturan Trenamiasion

Org./Citizen Groi]ps
Comment Set 11

Line

James J. Brown

Affiliation: N.O.P.E.

RC04 BOX 42500

Alturae, OA 96101

91623+4474 CPUC APPliOatiOnNo.I

9ierra Paoifiots 345 W Alturaa

line, no it”s souroe at Alturae is a

93-11-018 BLM Caae No.t cAcA-31406

Tranamisaion Lino aooms to bo an inoomploto

1wood pole 230 w line that oennot bo upgraded.

Ao 9ierra Pmeifio beoomeE oommitted with now load at the Rono end, their ehw

of power from the 230 KV line at Alturaa, bei~ only Z@, will become inadequate.

Mat ara their plane for this problem h the future ? Uo they plan to oon-

tinue the 345 W line over the Devile Garden to the Malin, OR, substation to oon-

neot directly to 345 W ? I do not believe any futb planE have been addressed,

ae this line extention in inevitable.

Stepping the 230 KV up to 345 W doee not m~e more eleotrioity, it only in-

ureaaue the voltage, not the amperage or load.

When the 345 m is reduOed at thO Reno end! The distribution lo~ o~o~ ex-

oeod the amout of.Kilowatta dravn from the 230 W line. It does not seem praa-

tiaal to build ouch an expeneive 345 W line to a 230 w Mouroe, of which they am

only draw a fraotion of power from, ae this 230 W line muet eupply the AlturaB

area.

fiat are we not being told of future construction aoroee the Devils G=den ?

me continuation of the 345 W line, vhioh ie inevitable,hag not been add-

roeeed or studied for accumulative impact acmee the Devile GAen.
oOc.

11-2

-2-

Conetruotion of the 345 W Altwea Intertie will oreate a nev oorridor, ae

etated h Sierra Paeifio Power Compuyls information,handed out at the firet open

houee meeting at Alturae.

1

cOc.Quote 9ierra Pacific, “The Altmrae Intertie may provide a pathvay for other
11-3

Utilitiee and independent pover producere to deliver electricity to their ouato~

era.=

The Alturae Intertie Line will oreate aooeee road near the Infernal Cavern9

area, future additional line will oraate even more eoceee reads, and ecar this ]0Oc.114

historia area even greater. This ehodd not be allowed to happen.

me Pit River Valley ie a flway for 100al end Migratory bide. Federal

1

funds oreated.and eupport the Mdoc National Wildlifo Rofuga to attraot and support

100al end migratory birds. cOc.It ia a oonfliot of our beet titarest to eupport the refuge, then let tru-
11-5

mieeion lines oome aaroee the Valley, ee power linee are the #1 killer of migr-

tory bitia. J
It is dieeppointing to aee the Public 9ervice Asencies involved considering

their own intereete firgt.

Very sinoerely,

CO Rendy shq
Hodoo National Foreet

Peter Humm
BLM - Sueenvllle Dietrict

G-334
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1{1:(,/1.(.[, ;,!,,; II ( f:;.:, Org./Citizen Groups
April 27, lgg5 Comment Set 12
Draft EIR/S Comment Sheet Re: Proposed Alturao Tr~emisaion Line

Sharon J. Bron
Affiliation:N.O.P,E.
HC04 BOX 42500
Alturaa, CA g61ul
91&c3>4474 CPUC Application N..I 93-11-UIS ELM Cwe No.I CACA-31406

J em finding that atudiea ara still not oonolusive aa to whathar eleotromagne,

tio fields pose aoy health risk, md if so,what aspeot of the field is harmful.

In reading that aooofiing to the Dept. of Health Servioes, at this tima no on(

howa tho relative importance of aver~e lung term expoeure, expoaura to sudden hi[

intensities,exposura to diffarent fraquenoiesor various oombtiationa of all thra(

tith other faetoro

I find that researoh by the Dept. of Haalth Servioea is still on going with nl

conclueiona. And thair studies have shown that inoreased oaaea of oanoar may 000W

In looatione that have high magnetio fields.

We oannot presume Em 1s safe until prov~n uneafa.

The Utility haa to prove itls safe. If they Oantt prove it!s aefo - they

mhouldnlt gat the line or eubotation.

%y should n privute investorowner entity teku propurty and .ubjeot paople

to hm?

A very larga percent (8W to 9@) of reaaaxoh into Em hao been funded by the

eleotrio oompanieo, or by EPRI (ElectrioPower Reeearoh Inotltute,)

Thio ia a oleor oaoe of oonfliot of intereatlI

Studies that are funded by oome aouroe other than the elootrio industry aro

remarkablyooneintant in ohowing a oignifioantoorralation between expoeure to

magnetic fi91do and opeoifio typeo of cenoer.

The atudiee provided very strong eoientific evidence of sorioue health effeota

from expoaum to theoe fieldo.

~era is a real pro~lem in the otudy of health effeoto relating to meaauring

expooure in tarms of field strength end duration.

YOU would think - the hlghar the doaa, the greater the rink.

Thla la ~ alwayo tha oaaa with electromegnetiofieldo aeoording to labor~

tory evidenoa,

Blologioul .fleoto appear at field otrangtns of certain levele, than dieappear

at higher levels - only to r-appear at #till higher levele.

o

0Oco12-1
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Mat of tha atudieo have not lnvolvad prolonged mea8urementa of field axpooure

on proximity of homes to power and distribution lines.

And these studieo do not tell ue the biological importance of the duration of

axpow, the number of timeo there are high axpoaure, the pmaence of oertain

fraquenoies, or other phyeical aepaots of the fields.

And tha otudiee are continuing, and acientiota ue finding that the ❑zgnetio

and eleatrio fields ozn produoe ohangee in the levele of epeoifio chemioda the

body makes, and changee in the functioning or individud nerve celle and the nervoue

aystam of antiala. And it io still not clear if thesa ohangea can lead to an ~-

orease in rick to human health.

Also, atudiea hava raiaad tha Naolbility of emotional, behavioral, and re-

productive effeoto. And the greateet concern ia epidemiologicstudiaa showing a

otatistiou aeoooiation with’oanoer.

In my raading I find the apidemologio atudieo show raaulta between canner oc-

curranoa and exposura to eleotremagnetiofielde.

And I read that Swedish otudieo oonoluded that four timeo the inoidenoe of

Leukemia Mae found in people living or working near Em, vhioh they feel pmvea a

high probability that Em oauees oenoer.

They say even low frequenoyEm oan cauae cenoer, and the frightening thing ia

tha unkuown risk.

Dozens of atudiea have provan there 10 a dengar, living or wofiing naar tran-

❑iaoion and/or distribution lines.

Does the anergy that oan move a oompaoo naadle affeot our health ? Mat

etudieo aay =S1 !—

Aftar all of w studying about thio laeue, it seeme that govemmt end util-

ities havo been for quite some time trying to hide foeta that Em io deadly and

oen oauaa oanoer ouoh as Lymphoma, Hodgekine and other oanoer8.

Thfi about thi8, end wonder why the Cdif. Dept. of Eduoation adopted a policy

of ❑inimum diatanoe between new oohoole and the edge of right-of-way of tranamieaio]

lines.

~oh more reoaarch io neadad to answer many valid questlona and unoertaintiea,

and that must be maolved in ordar to develope a sound publio poliay.

Even the Soienae Advisory Boti Subcommittee believes tha Em effeota on bio-

logical ayateme ia important and ehould ba further etudfed by the EPA (Environ-

mental Protaotion Aganoy), and their report should be rawrittan, and than it

8hould be ~viewed by the Soience Adviao~ BoA.

Thare - many, many quoteo by ❑any opeoialiata from many wa~a of life all

saying xelativa~y the acme thing, %~ ia a mujor health problem.”

3Oc,
12-1

WI EIWS, November 1995
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Bven the utility industry commissioned it’s own study ~ to repudiate

these oonoluoione, and it oouldn’t!I

It was a $5 ❑illion study, and the utility induetry oould not prove the con-

clusions were wrong.

The U.S. LtivironmentalProtection Agenoy published a review of the studies and

the conclusion reaohed is that euch exposure is a ‘pmbablel caroinogeniorick faotoz

Under preaaure from the government, the wofi ●probable~ wee ohenged to *poeoiblo

in tho final draft of tho report, ~oy wero conoorned about how the publio would

react to tho news.

Aooording to Barbara Klein, publio infomntion manager for the utility lndu~

try-fundedElootrio Powor Researoh Inotituto in Palo Alto:

‘The main brenoh of aoienoo is saying we need to & a whole

lot more research before we oan say there ie absolutely

no dw er.●

‘Utlllties =e not deal~ng withithieas if it were a medioal pnblem, but as

if it were a publio relationa perception to be altered by fanoy breohurea end paid

zdvertlei~,* quoted from Paul Brodeur; writer for N.Y, mogazlne, &d zutllorof

‘Currents of Math, m a book un EM.

Bmd.ur avate. that eoonomios,rather then eoienoe, will be the deoieion ❑&er

to the problem.

Lab experiments have established that Em does produoe measurable physiologi-

cal effeota in humans, inolud@ oh~es in oalouim flow fram oell membrsnoe, whloh

oan sffeot oell division and reproduction.

The Swedieh National Board for Induatrid ~d Techmiod Development eaid there

ie a connection between exposure to powe~frequenoy msnbetio fields and omoer,

Y..c.~ni:~..a~:ig~c:onoi C,lLS~nod tnat most scuuleo Yt:li remain unreeolvod

aa to the wire oode:

1. Measured eleotrio field

2. Meaa~ed ❑egnetio field

3. Wiring configuration

Everywhere I iound valid information,it dl said the very same thw:

‘Studies ~main unresolved es to potential health h~zarda.”

L%ery etudy said that health haz~s xegding the delive~ and ueage 01 elec-

trlc power =e incomplete and inconclusive.

A five year $65 million etudy ie still uderway in a joint effort by \theNpt.

of Energy end the National Institute of Enviromntd Health Soienoes to uncle-

stand how Em effects human cells.

, -4-

1 Utility companies ehtiulduae alternative ❑ethods of treneport~ power until

3,Oc,
12.1

4

I

.

there ia oonolusive evidence that neither men nor his environment will be h any

way harmed.

Until we have the neoessary information,wa should adopt a prudent avoidence.

Limit exposurelI

so — until

Sinoerely,

Soientiata still donlt know for sure.

a conolugion — why take the risk ???

i...
CO Randy Sharp

Moaoo Nutional Forest
SUO W. 12th
Alturee , CA 96101

Peter Humm
BLM Susenville Dlatriut
705 Hall St.
Suomlville, CA 96130

0m.12.1
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APril 27, 1995

r~ie Hdligan/Peter Em
o/o AePen EnvironmentalGroup
30423Canwood St., Suite 218
Agoura Hills, OA 91301

W$ Alturao Intertie~ CPSC #A9>l 1-018$ BLM#CACA-31406

Dear W. Hdlisan and Mr.-,

Somtbing I rnuat mention la that after reading end re-xeadlng the DEIR/S. I
oannot find where it adequatel~ addreaeee alternative routee. 1
me DEIR/9 addreasea the proposed Proj act, whloh oreates a new corridor. How
ever, the National Forest Plea epeoifioo21yatatoa that exieti~ utility 00*
ridore by used. Even the FoMst Servloe hae studied this and aet amide suoh
corridore. And knowing thie, come of ue have built our livee and livlihood
with thie in mind.

Thi8 new p~poaed oorridor on Devilts Garden 10 oomething I objeot to strongly
ae it ie not in our (the publio) beat intereet, and not in the beet intereet of
the Forest 9.rvioe, und ie only in the beet intereet of the eiookholder owned
utility oomp*.

It is evident that proper studies have not been done into alternate routee.

Also, I would like an explanation ae to why there woe abaoutely no 100al
announcementof the last Hearing in Alturan for Publio Participation on the
DEIE/S, held on April 17~ 1995$ from 6 to 9 P.m. at the Altur= CitY H~10 1
There waa m artiole mntloning it in the Klamath Falle, Oregon,Herald & News,
but nothing in our om 100al newepnper. ~erefore, ❑any reeidents who would
have participated in orsl oomments~ did not know Of thie He~i~# ~d were not
in attendenoe.

My wee thle important Publio Pnrtioipation Nearing mentionod in an Oregon
newspaper, and not one mention of it wna in our Alturae newspaper ?????

00 Peter Humm
ELM - Sueanville Dietriot
705 Hall St,
Sueanville,UA 96130

Julie Halligsn
Cmc
505 Van Nes6 Ave.
sea ~~oieoot CA 94f02
Randy SborP
Modoo National Forest

oOca
12.2

0Oc,
12.3

800 w.-12 St.
AltU-, CA 9blol

fial EINS, November 1995
G- 337
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Org./Citkcn Groups

Comment Set 13
-2-

May 2,1995

Aspen Environmental Group
California Public Utilities Commission
U.S. Bureau of Land Management

RE: Comments on Draft EIR/S Alturas Transmission Power Project

These comments are offered b “ Friends of Peavine”, a non f3rOfit
tax exempt organization composeJ of individuals and agencfes, both
~rlvate and public. The mission of “Friends of Peavlne” Is the
Enhancement and restoration of Peavine Mountain”. Toward that mission

we have in cooperation with the American Lands Consewancy, purchased
8,600 acres of private land on Peavfne Mountafn and have reverted ft to
public ownership under the administration of the U. S, Forest Service.

Our concern is with that portion of the transmission line that traverses
the lower SIO es of Peavlne Mountain from the California-Nevada border

hSouth to No. cCarren Bfvd In Reno, Nv, Of particular emphasis is that line
segment designated “Y” and “X-East”.

As a broad statement it is our desire that reposed alignment remain
tas closely as possible to existin utility corri ors and not creep up the

\mountain info previously undistur ed areas. Further we ask that sincere
consideration be given to burial of the existing power lines within that
corridor.

The draft EIR/S appears to adequatel address the need to protect
Y. existing resources on the mountain, from cu tural sites to vegetation. Care

should be given to prevent the further buildlng of roads that would tend to
become permanent . Because of recreational use from four wheel drive to
mountain bikes, roads and trails are increasing at an alarming rate. there is
a particular need to. insure that all construction routes are removed,
recontoured and revegetated.

oOc.
13-1

Numerous s rings and intermittent water courses exist along the

B
K 10reposed route wit In segment “Y” and “X-East”. There does not appear to ~Cj

e any significant effort to identify their location. This should be done so .
that water for wildlife is adequately protected.

Peavine Mountain once supported many more trees than exist today.
Many believe that Ioggin

f
without replanting led”to this situation. In those

areas where the power I ne will cross or o through stands of ponderosa
t

1
0and jeffre pine, quaking aspen, willow an other shrub species it would be fi~j

‘!
reasonab e miti ation to plant additional trees and shrubs to sup ort thefenhancement o the mountain. “Friends of Peavine” in cooperat on with
Billinghurst Middle School has been actfve in planting trees and shrubs on
the mountain.

Segment “Y” impacts three sites of cultural resource. Pfease describe]0and locate them for us and ex lain their significance. Are they in the vicinfty ~~
rof Poeville, a townsite dating rom 1870?

With res ect to visual resources; If we must look at towers and power
[lines, then ma e it as few as possible. Again we suggest that existing poles

and lines within the utility corridor be buried as a part of mitigation. The
newly constructed towers couldbe painted to blend with the existing natural
vegetation and ground colors, Tree and shrubs could be planted near the
bases so as not to be obtrusive at the height of normal gazing. The

freposed alignment could use existin hills to sometimes hide the power
\Ine from view. Also as an additional t ought of miti ation a portion of the

7construction resources could be used for a genera clean up of exfsting
debris on the mountafn. Years of illegal dumping has resulted in acres of
unslghtl

d
and potentially hazardous waste piles in the vicinity of urban

areas, f patiicular concern are areas just to the south of Raleigh Heights,
~fl~;~o on both sides of the Bell Telephone access road to the mountain

oOc.
13-s

.

G-338



—, .—

-3-

To best address our concernswe request an on site examinationof
the areas mentioned, as well as the entire route as it traverses the foothills
of Peavine Mountain to be attended by members of our group and
knowledgeable members of your respective staffs.

Sincerely,

Kirk Odencrantz, President
Friends of Peavlne Inc.
3780 St. Andrews Drive
Reno, Nevada 89502
(702) 857-6840 ~

FtiaI ENS, November 1995

10
Oc.
134
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Org./Citizen Groups
Comment Set 15

May 10, 1995

Julie Halligan/Peter Humm
CPUC\BLM
c\o Aagpen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Villg, CA 91301

Dear Ms Halligan and Mr. Humrn;

I am a resident of Reno with friend= living in Long Valley.
I care paggionately about the beauty of this valley and want
to gee it preserved for UH and future generation as well ae
all the people that drive through Long Valley to get to the
Tolyable National Forest. We alao oare about preserving the
habitat of all the animalg that live here including deer,
coyote9, racooon, porcupine, bobcatg, gquirrel, chipmunk,
rabbitg and a wide variety of birdg and water foul.

Sierra Pacific Power Company proposes to build a substation
that will be a hub for high voltage tranamisgion lines
tkrough Long Valley. This will degtroy the beauty of our
valley, so pleage support Sierra County’e deaision to object
to the Bordertown aubatation becauge it will effect the
Wa9hoe County border, Also, pleaae gupport the use of
exigting corridor5 so the citizens of northern Wa9hoe County
will not be affected.

Sincerely,

FkaIEIWS,November 1995

The following people signed the form letter:

oOc.
15.1
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RECEIVED MAY 121995
Org./Cittien Groups

Comment Set 16

May 7, 1995

Julie Halligan\Peter Humm
cPUC !BLM
CIO Agpen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218

Dear Ms Halligan and Mr. Humm:

1 am adamently opposed to the installation of an enormous
substation and high voltage power lines ecaring forevel.the
beautiful Long Valley. My family and I have been driving
through Long Valley for years to reach the ToinbY National
Forest. This is a wonderland for hiking, mountain bicycling
and camping. A substation would forever destroy the
pristine beauty of thig georgeous land that is only half an
hour from the citizens of Reno.

The choice is profits for Sierra Pacific Power, or the long
term bennefita to the many citizene of the North Valley and
Reno. Pleage deny SPP a permit to build a gubgtation in Long
Valley and high voltage power lineg along Hwy 395 into Reno.
I gupport the uge of exigting corridors Ea9t of Reno, J

I am writing in refferenoe to CPUC Application Number (93-11-
018) and B M Cage Number (CACA-31406)

9

i

The following people signed the form letter:

Sincerely yours, Sincerely yow9,

- PA &“’”’’Ad”

SinoerelY yourgl . ..

Sinoerely yours,

~,(hti~ .~.,k

I

oOc.
16.1
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SinoerelY your8t
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Org./Citizen Groups
Comment Set 17

,
May 10, 1995 1

1

Ms. Julie Halligan - California Public Utilities Commission
Mr. Peter Humm - Bureau of Land Manaqemer\t I
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St. !1218
Rgoura Hills, CA 91301

RE: FORMRL PROTEST OF THE RLTURA9
CPUC Application Number 93-11-OIB

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm:

We are writing today on behalf

345KV POWERLINE
and BLM Case Number CAC9-31406

of the Horizon Hills General
1Improvement Di~trict and the residents and property owners thak We

represent to issue a formal protest of the planned routing of-th=
Olturas 345KV powerline as we feel we will be greatly impacted by
this routing decision. We are surprised and greatly disturbed at
the lack of alternative routes presented in the EIS/R. I
Horizon Hills is an isolated and unique community located on the
eastern slope of Peavine Wountain, west of old U.S. 39S. This
development has been here for over 30 ye4rs, and consists of 165
1/2 acre lots and approximately 400 residents. To our utter
dismay, we have only recently found out that Sierra Pacific and the
CPUC plan to route the Alturas 345KV powerline directly in our
‘backyard’ and on the eastern flank of Peavine Mountain. The
powerline will come within 2000 ft. of our community water tank,
within 2500” ft. of several residences, and will substantially
impact the aesthetic and recreational aspects on the Forest Service
land directly behind us. .

We wish to issue formal protest QII the following specific grounds:

1) ns a point of issue, we,
1

Horizon Hills General Improvement
District. a quasi-municipality corporation, were never informed Of

‘o~Oc.
17.1

the poteitiai impact to our community or of the direct proximity of ~C
the project to our community since the inception of this project. 1017-2
We only found out’ through hearsay, with the first public hearings
in March, even though the proposed line comes within 2000 ft. of
our water tank. This is simply

,.
not acceptable and we feel

1

deceived.

2) As a result of the two public hearings in March and April, many
of our residents have gotten involved, attended the meetings, and
are expressing anger, distrust, and concern over th@ Proposed
routing of the powerline, for the following reasons.

1
a) Everyone who has purchased property in the Horizon Hills General
lmorovement District did so because of the rural and aesthetic-. . .
aspects of the location, knowing full well that we were bordered to
the south and west by Forest Service land.

1’

0Peavine Mountain, ~7~j
particularly the area behind Horizon Hills, is a Pristine wildland
environment, whose integrity would be compromised, aesthetically
and reereationally by the maynitude of a 345KV powerline.

b) Additionally, there is concern about the impact to propert~
values if a project of this magnitude goes through as it wilI be
clearly visible from every home in the Oistrict. We feel that as
a small community of moderate means, we cannot absorb the impact of
this project without severe and long term loss. .

0Oc,
17.4

c) Our residents are concerned 4bou t the invasion of

1
our

lifestyles, the invasion of our peace 4nd quiet, by having 345KV OC.
lines whistling in the wind. Winds in the area generally come from o17-5
the SW and are commonly and regularly above 50 mph and often over
100 mph,

d) We are concerned greatly for

1

the integrity of the mount4in
itself and for future land use appropriations should this powerline ~C
go through. If the Forest Service allows for a corridor, the land o17.6would be compromised as recreational use and could lead to future
give-sways by the Forest Service.

e) Re: the recreational impact: Peavine Mountain is fast becoming
a major recreational use area for hikers, mountain bikers, hunters,
and off-road vehicle users from the nearby Reno urban area, as well
as for the residents of Horizon Hills. Two major points of accese
to Peavine Mountain are through Horizon Hills: at the end of
Seneca and on Kiowa. Many people access this area to spend time at
two stock ponds on the lower flank of the mountain. The center
line of the powerline will span the riparianzcreek environment just
above the first pond. Additionally, this particular span passeg
within 100 ft. of an active Golden Eagle nest which has a breeding
pair prod~lcing 1-2 fledglings per year for the past several years.
This close proximity to the riparian zone and to the eagle nest is
simply not acceptable. Also, the foothills area under the proposed
powerline is a significant breeding territory for Meadowlarks, whc
return each year in April in large numbers.

oOc.
17-7

]0f) Although at some distance from our homes (approximately 2300”),
there is still significant concern about the potential health ~7~
imPacts to Our neighborhood through the EMF generated by such a

2
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Johigh voltage Iine, and even if the proximity to homes is not that
great, persons recreating in the area will be impacted by EMFS fici
regularly every time they walk under the lines, ride their horses, .
and in general pass through the area.

Rdditianallyj we understand that ‘noise along the transmission lind
during operations would be prod(jced by corana discharge in wet

weather. ‘ Harfzon Hills, at an elevation of 9500’, often has mare
wet weather than Reno, whose elevatian is 4500’ . We have heard
that the noise from a 345KV line may be as much as 40 decibels. .

g) Also, we have concerns abaut interference that this magnitude o{
current might have with radio and television reception and any
ather signals which come over the mountain from Reno. .

Additionally, we are concerned abaut potential air/space impacts..
We would like to note that the Washoe Medical and St, Mary’s Care
Flights raute to the Narth Valley’9 and north to Susanville, is
directly over the propased transmission line. Also, in the past,
emergency fire fighting planes and helicopters take off from the
Stead airport facility and fly directly over Horizon Hills and over
the propased transmission line at very low elevations. .

h) Finally, the visual impact which this project wi)l have on ttle-
residents”af Horizon Hills cannot be mitigated. Our lifestyle, our
homes, our peace of mind, our spiritual connectedness to the
mountain will forever be destroyed by the intrusion af this 345KV
powerllne in our backyard.

The lines visual prominence as a foreground feature along US 395
from Sordertown to Horizon Hills would degrade the scenic quality
of this majar travel corridor, which has been officially designated
as a scenic route.

We believe that the visual impact of this praject, as well as other
impacts, should be given equal weight with cost can5iderations.

Suggested Alternatives to the current routinq plan:

While we recognize Sierra Pacific’s ne~d to supply power to an ever-
increasing population in the Reno/Sparks area, we alsa are aware
that a great majority of the power ”caming from this line is
destined to supply the mining interests in northern and
northeastern Nevada. Consequel~tly, it would seem appropriate to
route this line more directly to the hajor end users in Northern
and Northeastern Nevada. AISO, We se~iously question the need tO
impact pristine wildland areas and tiural ranching environments
slang the eastern Sierra Front from SusanvflIe to Reno when there
are existing lines with the carrying capacity which would route the
power more directly to the main projected end users. Specifically,
we would suggest that the 1000KV line which passes through the I

1
3

WIEWS, Novmber199S ‘

oOc, ‘
17.9

o,1?.72 .

I

I

oOc,
17.13

I
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Black Rock Desert, along the Granite Range, down to WadswOrth, be
utilized to handle additional carrying capacity. We understand

that a connecting line wauld be necessary between alturas and
Cedarville through the Vya area ta meet the existing 1000KV line.
fiddftianally, once to the Wadsworth area, the 345KV line could be
downsized to run into RenO a10n9 exi6tin9 lines~ and the mJjOr
power could be diverted further north tO meet the demands af the
mining industry. This alternative seems viable, would have little
impact as it is a preexisting line, and would e,ffect less people
than the current plan as it wOuld Pass thr0u9h J Iess pOpulated
area. We sincerely hope that this alternative will be considered,
for our sake and for the gake of all ‘he pOtentially ‘mp?cted
peopIe, wijd]lfe and landscapes along the proposed ~ltUraS llne. .

Respectfully Submitted*

&--
-..

Cari Lockett, Secretary
Horizan Hills General Improvement District

cc:
All residents and property owners
of Horizan Hills

John Mendoza
Nevada Public Service Commi55ion

Governor Bob Miller

Scott Nebesky
Truckee Meadows Regional Planning ~gericy

Roger Olack - SPPCO
Steven Younkin - SPPCO
Mike Reid - SPPCO

sill VanSrugann
u.S. Forest Service
Toiyabe National Forest

U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Reno Field Statian

Senator Richard Sryan

Senator Harry

Congresswoman

Reid

Sarbara Vucanovich

4
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Senator Bill Raggio

Assemblywoman Joan Lambert

Washoe Co. Commissioners
-Jim Shaw, Chairman
-Steve Bradhurst, ViceChair
-Grant Sims
-Joanne Send
-Mike Mouliot

Lori Burke - Citizen’s Committee

Jan Loveran - Citizen’s Committee

Waalloe CO. Planning Comission
-DevelopmentReview

North Valleye Citizen Advi80ry Doard

t
i

.

5
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5/25/94

Ju]ic Ilnlligan
I’rojoctCllnirmun
cniifornia Pubiic UtiiiticsCommission
SOS Van Ness Ave.
Snn Frrulcisco, CA 94102 - 32fJtJ

rc: Aiturns Intcrtic
Ceul: # /\93-l I-olti

Org./Citizen Groups
Comment Set 18

l)unr$1s.II,]I1ignn,

;\>rcfIuctcd in tl)c rcccnt comments 01 your scoping meet inl;s it)
sasonv i I ic and Ai turas, wc i the people) nrc concerned about the
meaning of the Right of Entry thnt Sierra Puci f ic Power Compnny forced
j]roperty owners to si8n.

Inclosed is Sicrrn Pncif it’s Right of Entry furm. I\s You c{ln sue, i t
allows Sierra Pacific, their ngcnts or contractors, to do basically
whntcvcr tltey would 1ikc, in what ever scquencc they would Ijkc, for u
period uf ncor Iy two yeurs. Encioscd, nlso, is SicrrtrPacific’s
mislcnding title pngc, hlunyof the proposedrotrtcspropertyo~nvrs
were mislead intu bcl icving lhat it was in the propcry owners bcsl
intcrcsl to sign the Right of Entry form for lilt cnvironmcrtlni impuct
stud ics ( EIS J as the KIS may SIIOWcnncerns that \vouI(i \varrcnt I he i inc
Ijc ing ru Iocnt cd.

I I slnltds 10 rcuson thut onvir[)nmonlit I impact stud ics SIIOIIId bc dono
l~riur10 construction, moving of ilcnvy equipment or any other studios. . . . . . .
(ntllcr than survey \vorK], ottlcrwtsc stgnit tcllnt errvtronmorrlnl SIlcs
may IIC di sturtrcd or dost roycd. Sicrru Pncific doos not speciry lhis
ill IiIU l{igill 01 Ettlry form lttnl property uwncrs were forcL,d to hixn.

lIIIlcud, Sic[ ra [’ncif ic hns admi t ted al the $usanvi I 16 scoping mccl iag
[ plcn:~o cltuck ycnlr tlotcs), that tlicywiII ho doing constructiIIn
Iclntud sludic> consisting 01 digging Ilolcs up to 12’ X 15’.

\Yc fcul IIIU1!1S anti EIR wil I not bo vai Id if propcrt fus.,orc ul Iowud to I
hu disturbed in this manner prior to indopendertt disinterested third
purty environmentalunaiysis$

‘Ilu,Ihcrvforc, wou Id I i kc Iw mnke u lI)rmiII ruyuesl lilutlhc
itlll~,!)cndclll dis i!tt crctilcd third I)nrlycIIvironmclltaistudy gruup (~\c.p(;II
l.tl\li;”tl[llllclll[ll (irI\uIJ) comq)iclu uti stufiich i)ri(>r tn Sicrrn Pnci fic
l’LI,\cI l“uml)any (Ir re inlcd ind i v idun Is, iIgcIllsor c{uI1 ractnrs hc iwg
(I I lCIj\Cd (II) tllu st UIIY {Ircas. \’/e n 1s0 w(IuId 1ikc to mnkc a form,] I
: L{Iuust t Ilat S icrrn Pftci ~ic l~uwur CLutlpnnyhe made tu rvimhursu I lIosc
I,rwpurty lnvncrs fur ttlci r cuurt cusls and Icg[ti cxpcnscs rciutud Lu
IIIU:;L. property uwner’s nttcmpt to IimitJ{ightof Entry so us to insure

prior to construction relatedactivilics
cnvironmcntn i concerns,

proper CIIVi ronmcntn 1 studies
(Ind d~:jtrucliua of potent lot

i

I

oOc.
18.1

i,I,
6-347
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Jo ,
j

In surnmnr.v, wc fcc I that lIICcPII(:slu~wldguide the cnvironmcntn1
impact studies ond when CL!IIS1ruct ion rc Intc(i act ivi t ies should occur - Oc. !

not Sicrrn Ilucific.
1%1

.’:1

Sincerciy, , .1;
*i

I

rc

1)(1

. .
rcprcsonliagt

NcighborsOPPOSing [’owcr
. Errcronchmcllts ),

[].~,I!LJX.]~t
Alturns. (!.4~J610t .:;
,, J!;’
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,,/,’
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‘ \/ECEl~/[”() fil/\y 26 I!j.j!j Janet and Jerry Zebrack
Treasurer, Citizens for the
Preservation of Long Valley
R. Rt. 18 BOX 44
Reno, NV 89506

May, 23, 1995

Org,/CitizenGroups
Julie Halligan/Peter Humm CommentSet19
CPUC/BLM
c/o A9pen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Dear Ms flalliganand Mr. Numm:

I am writing you concerning the propoged Sierra Pacific Power
project. Sierra Pacific Power propogee to build an e;;~;~
gubgtation for connecting the high voltage
trangmiggion lineg through Long Valley, within 385 feet of a
cluster of homeg, SPP did not inform any of thege land
ownerg, The California Public Utilitie6 Commission (CPUC)
Application Number is (93-11-018) and the BLM Case Number is
(CACA-31406). If thig application ia approved, thoueandg of
citizeng living in Anderson Acre9, Horizon Hillg, Stead,
Bordertown and Long Valley will guffer devaluation of their
bome9,

There currently are three groupe who adamantly oppoge the
eetablighment of a new corridor of high power lineg, and a
substation at Bordertown, The9e groupg are: The Friende of
Peavine, Bordertown Land Owners, and The Citizen9 for the
Preservation of Long Valley, Other groupg opposing the Long
Valley location are: The Boy Scoute, WaefloeCounty School
Di9trict Outdoor Eduoation, and Comatock Arabian Asaooiation.
In addition, Wa9hoe County Commi9aioner Joanne Bond ig
representing the north valley of Reno, and ghe ia committed
to help deny SPP a permit for the propoged gight.

The Altura9 Trangmiagion Line Project is degigned mainly to
supply power to mineg in rural Nevada. Theee three groups
all gupport the propogal of placing the power lines alonggide
the exigting Nevada Alternative corridor located north of
;;$;ey becauge it ig already gcarred with trangmiggion

Mayor Bruce Breslow may not be aware of the recent
optiong available with the Nevada Alternative corridor.
We propose that the power be broken down into 120 kv lineg
when it approaches Sparks. These lines could be run around
existing hougeg so no homeg would be degtroyed. Thig would
save north Reno from the environmental dammage of high power
transmission line9. Such high towers cannot be mitigated.
The quality of life for the citizeng of northern Nevada make

.

this a neceggary investment for our city.

There are several reasong we are oppoged to the north Reno
location. First, the Toiyabe National Fore9t ig a precioug
regource for the citizeng of Reno to enjoy camping, hiking,
horgebaok riding, mountain bicycling and hunting. The only
north Reno accegg to the foregt ig through Long Valley.
Second, thig gorgeoug valley ig home to a wide variety of
wildlife. Third, it hag historical significance, TWO of the
original rancheg date back to the 1880s. The original
creamery gtill remains and the owner hag applied to the
National Advieory Coun9el on Hi9toric Preservation for the
preservation of Long Valley. Long Valley, a9 an extension
of the Toiyabe National Forest, degerveg to be pregerved for
pregent and future generating, In addition, Wa9hoe County
hag declared 395 North to be a “gcenic corridor,”

Plea9e support Sierra County in itg decigion to oppoge the
Bordertown gubgtation beoauge it will effect the Wa9hoe
County border. Pleage gupport the use of exigting oorridors
and the breakdown of power into 120kv linee go the citizeng
of northern Wa9hoe County will not be adveraely afffected.
If thig ig not poggible, pleage require SPP to expand their
current gubgtations or find a location other than Long Valley
for their new substation,

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this very
important matter.

Janet Zebrack

oOc
19.1

JoOc,
19.1

10Oc,
19.2

1
0Oc,

19a
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I
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WGK MKE OFFICE

1RECEIVED .r 7
MAY-8= i

I :. -~y’~:’ - -.--.’”] ~II .,. ,.! (;F I fl:[)
I.”i.

i .1
Uvc$ll Hf{l Qfi Rpri 1 2(1, 1995
E!,ireall of l.~lnd Mannfjefl!ent
Eaql& l.al:fjRe50t!rce Management
703 }1.\llSkreet 0rg4/CitkenGroups
t;l(%aljville,California C?6130 CommentSet20
1111:R(?IIO Alkwr.T5 Iwtertic,

CPIJC II9X..ll.-(llB
lJ1.MIICACA 31406

I)F!Al- Nr. 1341C.5;

!Iierra Catlrlty Road S70 is a popLllarly Llsa(l road for’
l.rl~:r(!atiOn&\lpt(rpose~. According tcI,Ioyclyn Biru of the Trjiyabe
I:orast 5ervice, (telephone call, 4-17-95) tl)e Long Valley Road is
a majur entrance to the nclg Valley Racretition Area. ficcmrding to
MG. Biro the Dog Valley arat\ 1s a “het\viIy LIsad” Iley (.(se

recrr$atic}nal araa 11Hcat(5u of its cla~e ~lroxj.mity to Rerln.-Sparkn.

We are aware tile BLM is closely examining kl)eir parcel, RPN
11 1.121-0(;11.-02.FOr A ilowsible lt{rlrJtriwle with Sierra l:-;,!cifjcpower
Cu. We are reqL(esting c105e scrtltiny of the visLlal and
rc~r:r~}ational impacte of sl!ch a dramatjc chc!nge jn ~!se, when this
,?rn,l is all important rrrcreatic]l)al area. Enclostld arf* I(?lt,cjrs
frnm varioI.Isregian:ll Urollps, inclLwJjng l,la~hoe Col,lnty Schc!ol
I)i!itl.l(:t,lJOy SCLILltn, ht?r%e grol!ps nnd blcycllst.?) inrlir:at.ing
It,(+ir(IacInf this, alrea.

rllifJI:l;l.l(llyf((JLllljfittr’1.ltov/lt,tJr](!(lill tl)t?~JO/fi i!!; Irl,(lltll.rltly
1:,,.rJ tly VCtlli K] I:!!3; jt i~lsm !~erves .Is LI IllB{lrls Clf ric)n.vt~lti[:lt(lar
Itfcrl!a{llln.Wf, Ilsr: tt)js r(j,~dO(lrSI.ICIIdfiily activj tie!; a!;;

ml EIWS, November 1995

. .

.

Wk? (tre rl*(lLiest.irl~tltat you tal:(f Into consideration the
Importance of m~rtaging pLlblic properties in thuir, vi rLLlul,
aesthetic, recrc+ational and hif>toric Inteurity.

J
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RECEIVED ldAY261995

~~ ~

NWDA M CO~CW ● BOY SCO~S OF ~EWCA

b
R~EWEW M s 5150M$;2~\~~~ ● RENO, NEVADA 89523

~~ ●

FAX 702:787:1114

Org./Citizen Groups. .
Comment Set 21

Sal(luelTtloIflFsorl

Senior Disf,rict Executive

G-358
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,@-~,
<~ UnutiedSfiatiesHang GoudumgAssm.*On@.()$*A #~q,g*\y/ P.O. Box 8300,Color8doSprlngc,Colorado30033 (719)832.8300(719)632.8417FAX

L_ -. Org./Citizen Groups
Comment Set 22

Mny31,1995

Julie I lalliga~clcr Ilumrn
c/o Aspen EnvironmCnlnl Group
30423 CrmwoodStreet,Suite218
Agoum Iiills, CA 91301

Rc: Cp[JC A.pplicntioll no. 93- I 1-018

DLMCflSC1!0.CACA-31406

Wc IurvcinvestigatedtllcproposedAIIurusTranslationIinc impacton tkc cstablisllcdflying sites
in NcvadnandCalifornia,

Wc rcqncstthe Iinc bc instnllcd10IIICNorlh EOSIsideofthc corridoronly in oucspecific
Iucotion10nsnint~inan cstabliskcdlandingnrcalhnthrrsbeenutilized for thelast 15ycnrs, All of1
our otherlandingareaswill notbc impactedby Ihc ncw trrmsnrissionline,

l’hc specificIocntionisdirccdy SouthEustof Andcrsouwkcrc Ikc IincscrossIIICrendgoingLIP
In Pcnvinc Mountoinfrom Ikc Red Roctil,cuunonVnllcy rrrca.The Inndingurcnis Ihc flnt spot
on Ihc Verdi mnpupproximntcly1I9 dcgrccs54 minuteswestund39 dcgrccs35 minutes45
secondsnordi. Moving the Iinc downIIIChill nwuyfrom thisflnt spotwill bc snfcrfor pilotsnnd
minimize Iinbilily for Sicrm PncificPowerCompany.

\Vc \vmddIikc to cvnlnntcIIICoptionofavinlion bnllson theIincsnncr theynrcUP, This would
bc the Iimc to dclcnnincif lhcynrcncccssnry. .

[f you hovefnrlkcrqucolion$or clfirific~tionrcga;dinglhis issue,plcnsccoutnctthe Irrcnl
cvulmnion[cmnIcndcrin Rcno(Pnul1!mniltonUI849-9672).

\Vc npprccinlcIIICcorrtinucdcoopcrntionwilk tkc BLM nndSicrroPacificPowerCompnnywc
havehndin the pnst10kelp keep the flying silts open. Thnnkyou,

Si~3~J&_,

Philip }1. hmrm
Exccutivc Dircclor

~al EIWS, November 1995
G-359
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llt{cElvEIJ Jt:tl o !: 1955 :
~-..;!;LrLr.1.,.,.::,.IJ.,L ,... .-.—-

~~~l\/ED
......--- ...1,

tflPY 24 19%
May 8, 1995 I

PclerHutnnr
Buremrof LrrndManagcrrrent
705 Hall Street
Susanvillc,Cdifomia 96130

Rc: Rcno-Altums htertic
CPUC# 94042001 (
BLM# CACA31406 (

,... ... .,\.., . ,.! ;:1)
I .1..
rg,/Citizen Groups
Comment Set 23

‘

I

Dw Mr. Humnr;

Iam ADAM~Y OPPOSEDtotheBureauof Land Marragmcntconsideringtradingproperty
in Sierra County, Cdifomirr to SierraPacificPowerCompany. SierraCounty has msbttrdnti
standardsof preservationand considerationof suchaction is directly contraryto thosevrdues.

As a Sierra County residentI am appalledat Ihc BLM forcvmrconsideringsuchatransaction.]0The Iocalion of the Bordcrtown substation will A~RACT MORE HIOH VOLTAOE ?3!i
TRANSMISSION LINES , makhrgSlerm County a dumpinggroundfor Mgh densityliving.

brrg Valleyis PRIST~, visurdlysensi!iveanda historicalWcstcm ranchingcommunityand
thothe introductionof highvoltagotransmissionlines focusedat the substationsite, APN # 021-
090-02 is antitheticalto aiablished land uses. 1 m

1!w
IfrequentlyuscToiyablcNnlionalForestrmdDog Vrdlcy for recr~tiorr. Coming down out of
the mountainson Sicrm Counly Road 570 to sw a major transmissionhub wiU dsstroythe open
spacecharacterof Long VaRcy.

In addition,did youknowthatSierraPacificandtheTransmissionAgencyof Nodhem Crdifomia]0 I
would like to eventuallyrun a fine 10the California substationin Verdi.....tiuoughDog VdleY? ?3fi

I

I AMOPPOSEDTOTM BLMTRADINOAPN # 021W90-02 TO ANYUTfLITYFORT~ I
DEWOPM~T OF A SUBSTATIONAND/ORTRANSMISSION FAC~lT~S.

Sinccrcly, I

The following people signed the form letter:

Sincerely,

G-360
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The following people signed the form letter:The following people signed the form letter:

Sincerely,
,

mti-~

~ Sincerely,
Sincerely,

+f*--

Sincerely,
Sincerely,

Sincerely,

mq W
Sincerely,

Sincerely,

-.
,.

.

Sincerely,

Sincerely,

)
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The following people signed the form letter:

Sincerely, Sincerely,
, .

Sincerely,

t

Sincerely,

Sincecely,

The following people signed tile form letter:

Sincerely,

Sincerely,

G-364
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Comment Set 25

oOc.
25.1

The following people signed the petition:

,
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[iComment Set 26 I Lfibl 50 tllll’—

JUIIC 1, 1995

M,LEE0A2EY

\
No flhcm Nevada Olmclo

Julie Halligan/Peteg HUMM8 CpUCiBLM
P.O.BOx5339(3680 Gtan101.) REno,NV89513

(702] 827.4200 Fax.827.4299
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street. Suite 21n-----
Agoura Hills, CA. 91jOl ‘--

RE: Comments on OEIR/S of Alturaa Transmission Line project

Citizen Alerk is a statewide environmental non-profit
oxganizatlon dedicated to the promotion of public participation on
issues that affect our lives.

While it may be argued that new power projects are needed to
provide electriclby for future baseload needs in Washoe County, the
health risks and loss of property values along the huge proposed
345 kV transmission route, as well as the 10SS of public lands
rendered incompatible with a power corridor, necessitates that
either Sierra power Company use the existing corridor, bury the
llnes, or employ greater demand-side measures to offset the need.

AS these ptojects are paid for by the ratepayer, the ratePaYer
must be empowered to object to pr05ect~ that have Potentially
serious environmental, health, cultural, aesthetic and land use

And certainly no ratepayers should be required to suffer
~~~a~~~~equences of projects created to meet the grOwing needs Of
the mining industry in Central Nevada.

A major health concern IS the effects of electromagnetic
fields (EMF)upon the health and well-being of residents, plants,
and wildlife living near the proposed power corridor and
substations.

In a report put out by the National Institute of Environmental
Health Sciences and U.S. Oeparkment of Energy, ei9tlt Of the 14
studies demonstrated a correlation between ProximLtY to Power lines
and various types of cancer. Four of these studies showed a
significant aasociatlon wit leukemla.

Sierra pacific put out a packet tO its‘his ‘acsatll~~nt~finderstanding
ratepayers Et4F,“ which recommend5 how
customers can limit their exposure to EMF, The question remains

. with this power project, how will residents living near the power
Ilnes and wlldllfe llmlt their exposure whet) the linee go through
a corridor near their homes?

The people of Waehoe County know the effects of EMF and there
1s no way to rewrite history. Several years ago a story appeared
In the Gazette Journal about a rancher near Rattlesnake Mountain
whose cattle were aborting. The analysis was that EMF from a nearby
aubstatlon wds causing the cattle to abort. when sierra pacific
wanted to run power llnes from the valley Station througtl a 10W-
income neighborhood, various neighborhood leaders and activists
mounted pressure on sierra Pacific which eventually led them to,
bury the lines.

For a thirty mile stretch of the 164 mile corridor, the”
Tuscarora Plpellne shares the same corridor with the Alturas line.
The land within this thirty mile corridor runs the risk of beln9
contaminated by the fact that large transmission lines have been
known to cause corrosion upon gas Pipelines. TheY can corrode and

result in leakages. Additionally, lt states in the EIR/S that the
potential exists for currents and voltages to be Inducad on the
pipeline from the transmission llnea. No more is said. The report JO ?6~

needs to accurately describe the risks of inducement.
Mltlgatlon measures for mlnlmizlng particulate pollutants

during the construction phase for the 37 miles corridor that tt:e
gae pipeline and the transmission line will share needs to be
described. And impacts to Washoe County which 1S increasingly 10?6?moving towards non-compliance in terms of dust and PM1O needs to. .
be described.

.
a

Aesthetically, the power project may impact our tourism-based
economy. The 130 ft. towers would be unwelcome to rldgetops as part
of Washoe Countyte Open Space Plan and may seriously impact Rancho
San Rafael Park, The lines are projected to transverse acrea9ethe

1

0;6~4park was to get from the Forest Service as part of the Evans creek
Project, an important project to protect the park from floods.
Homes sharing the parks boundary and the transmission lines will
be continually bathed in EMF.

Until Sierra Pacific shows a greater commitment to renewable
and demand-side In terms of meeting future baseload, we ask that
the no-action alteznatlve be taken.

One of the outcomes of tl)e merger with Washington Power Co.

and the subsequent project is that Sierra PacIflc ie paying less
for locally generated geothermal energy. This marks a departure
from Sierra Paclflc’s exemplary reliance [11%) of renewable. It
1s our understanding that ratepayers want low cost for electricity
but not at the expense of our quality of life.

Thank,you f,or this opportunity to comment.

Jh)a
M. Lee Dazey

vNorthern Nevad Director

Citizen Alert
P.O. Box 5339
Reno, NV. 89513
(702)827-4200
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June 2, 1995

Julie Halligrrn / Peter Humm, CPUC/BLM
c/o AspenEnvironmentalGroup
30423CanwoodStreet,Suite218
Agoura Hills, CA, 91301

SUBJECR Alturns ~ransmission Line Project
Re: CPUC #3.11.018

BLM #CACA-31406

Dear Ms. Halligan / Mr. I Iunun:

Wc have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report/ Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIREIS) for the Altunrs Transmission Line Project. Idaho Power
Company (lPCO) requests clarifictition of the decision process utilized which
rcsrrltcd in the elimination of the Midpoint-Valmy alternatives from further
consideration. lPCO is submiuing the following comments to provide an accurate
representation of the Midpoint-Valmy idtcmatives.

We believe that a Midpoint-Virlmy project in combination with Rcno area
reinforcements is cnvironrnenlally acceptable and can also satisfy all of the
primrrry objectives Sierra Pitcific Power Company (SPPCO) specified for the
Altums project.

lPCO ~dn provide a second 345 kV interconnection from Midpoint
Substation to Falcon. A Valmy-Falcon 345 kV line projected to be in-
service in 1996 is already planned by SPPCO. The facilities proposed by
lPCO would consist of the northern portion of Ike Southwest Intcflie Project
(SWIP) transmission Iinc from Midpoint 10 Rocky Peitk (nCilr Wells,
Nevada) and a 120 mile long 345 kV line from Rocky Peak to Falcon which
would be constructed within an existing BLM designated corridor. The
Midpoint-Rocky Peak section would be 105 miles long and be designed for
500 kV operation (but would operate at 345 kV until the entire SWIP 500

I

kV facility is completed). The Record of Decision and Right-of-Wiry Grant
for SWIP was issued by the BLM in 1994.

The system design, reliability, utility corridor requirements and potential
environmental impacls of d]e Midpoint-Rocky Peak-Falcon alternative have
been evaluated. IPCO is confident that the necessary permits can bc obtained
and the line designed and constrrrctcd in a timely manner, which results in a
viable cost competitive alternative to the Akuras Project, Should Ihe Akuriis
Project be selected as the preferred ahcmativc, wc bclicvc that the
development of the northern portion of SWIP (Midpoint-Rocky Pcak-
Falcon) and Akuras are not mutually exclusive and in fact can provide
complementary bencfhs.

In the DEIREIS, SPPCO has identified three principal objectives for their
project and five secondary objectives or bcncfhs, It is unclear how use of
these criteria resulted in the clirnination of the Midpoint-Rocky Peak-Falcon
alternative from consideration.

1) Incrcascd SPPCO Import Capacity
Table C, 14,1 notes that both the Aitunrs Project and the Midpoint-Valmy
Alternatives increase the import capacity from 360 to 600 MW. A recent
joint study’ performed by SPPCO, Bonneville Power Administration, and
IPCO showed that the Midpoint-Rocky Pe:lk-Falcon line proposed by If>Co
produces grerrter import and export capacity improvements tlurn the Alturas
Project,

2) Improve Reliability to Reno/Lake Tahoe Area Customers
Table C. 14.1 indicates that the Midpoint-Valmy alternatives meet this
requirement if Tracy-Silver Lake or other Rcno area reinforcement
alternatives are inchrdcd. Even with the addition of these rcinforccmcms,
this alternative appears to bc cost competitive with the Altums line,

3) Provide Additlorrrrl Access to Pacific Northwest Power Mtrrkct
Tnble C. 14.1 iudicatcs tlrdt the Midpoinl-Vidrny akemativcs meet Ibis
rcquircrncnt, bu[ will provide only “indirccl” access. However, this
overlooks the fact that SPPCO and The Washington Water Power Company
are merging. Wilh one-half of the merged company Iocatcd in the heart of

1NorlhcrnNevuda]oh)lPluntlhlcSludy,BOIIIWVIIIOPt\wrr’Adl\Ji!lislralltljJ,Iduht)Pf)wc,rCt)l)lpany,
andSlcmaPaclflcPowerConlpany,Fcl~mnry192,page5
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the Pacific Northwest, SPPCO will in fact have “direct” access via merger
integration wheeling provided by IPCO. 1-

Secondary Objectives and Benefits

J

u
?7~i

Table C,14. 1 indicates that the Midpoint-Valmy alternatives meet these
requirementsexcept for service to LassenMunicipal Utility District.

In t!le evaluation of the Midpoint-Vahny alternatives, SPPCO cites potential

environmental impacts, the need to constmct a Tracy-Silver Lake line, utility
corridor requirements, and permitting, design, and construction timing issues, all of
which combine to render these alternatives as “... not considered preferable to the

1
0%SjProposed Project”. It is our belief that if the costs and benefits of the various

alternatives are fairly compared, the Midpoint-Rocky Peak-Falcon line could be a
viable alternative, There may be reasons other than economics and environmental
impacts that diclate the chosen alternative. Pleaseclarify the decision process.

Once again, thank you for this opportunity to comment on the drilft document, If
additional clarification of our comments is required, please contact Mr. Patrick J.
I1asenoehrl at (208) 388-2746.

Sincerely, ~

9H&Jan Packwood
VP Power Supply
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Not included in the PEA is the corresponding RMI map. This
map (available at SPPCO) illustrates the constraints used
in determining the preferred routing. Physical examination
of the map presented at the Sierra County Hearing April 19,
1995 shows that although there were many alternative Im

....-......... ...... --- d)

e)

f)

9)

2) The

Julie Halligan
Peter Humm
CPUCfBLM
CIO Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, Ca. 91301

Re: Alturas Transmission Line Project EIR/S
CPUC Application No. 93-11-018
BLM Case No. CACA-31406

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm;

Enclosed, please find comments on the Draft EIS/R for the
Reno-Alturas Intertie from the Citizens for the Preservation of
Long Valley. As the Draft currently stands, we are OPPOSED TO THE
TRANSMISSION LINE ROUTING AND BORDERTOWN SUBSTATION.

The DEI/R is deficient for the following reasons:

1) The routing was determined by the purchase of the Bordert.own
substation site in early 1993 according to the PEA or, according to
Stephen Younkin at the evidentiary hearings in June of 1990. The
DEIR/S is defective because it failed to look at the se~ence of
events which led to Sierra Pacific’s justification for using the
Bordertown substation for this project. Specifically,

May 29, 1995

segments developed, THE-REWERENO Alternatives PROVIDED FOR

1

w
THE BORDERTOWN SUBSTATION AREA. The DEIR/S is defective
because it has not addressed why the Bordertown substation
site was THE CRITICAL CONSTRAINT IN THE ENTIRE PROJECT AND
VIRTUALLY DETERMINED THE ROUTING.

I

The DEIR/S is deficient because it did not review IN DEPTH.
THE GROWTH INDUCING IMPACTS FRON THIS PROJECT. Janet
Loverin’s testimony in the evidentiary hearings, stated 1that the Bordertown substation will be from 7-20 acres in ~
size. SPPCO did not challenge that fact. The DEIRIS
failed to address the growth inducipg impacts, when the

J

w
Bordertown substation will be as large as 20 acres. This
fact was told to Ms. Loverin by Roger Olack and was
mentioned in our scoping letter of May, 1994.

What makes the,Bordertown area so attractive? The PEA
states on pg 51 that “the Bordertown substation site wa s
purchased in early 1993 that would be utilized for any
importation and exportation of electric power to markets in
the North and West”. Did the DEIR/S check and see what was
to the West of Bordertown? No. To the West of Bordertown
is the Toiyabe National Forest, the Dog Valley Recreation

I

o?8
Area and the “California” substation at Verdi. The Cal
substation is the point at which a 69 kv line runs over the
Sierra Nevada Mtns. According to anonymous utility
executives, SPPCO wants to tie-in to Verdi - and thus
create a “Transierra Line”.

A Transierra Line has been proposed and REJECTED in Nevada
in 1984/5. According to the Fred Schmidt, Nevada Consumer
Advocate and former Nevada Public Service Commissioner, it10~~was rejected because of public outcry and basic
ENVIRONMENTAL SENSITIVITY. See Attachment 3.

I

a)

b)

c)

See the Western Utility Group Study, copyright by SPPCO in
1992. Review of the maps in the document illustrates two
PROPOSED TRANSMISSION LINES passing through the Bordertown
area. It also shows ~PROPOSED LINE COMING FROM ALTURAS
TO RENO. See Attachment 1.

These two lines could be proposed by TANC (Transmission
Agency of Northern California) or SMUD (Sacramento
Municipal Utility District) or any other utility. See
Attachment 2.

DEIR/S is in error becauee it allowed SPPCO to assign
property which is encumbered by existing CONDITIONS, COVENANTS AND
RESTRICTIONS as the “ALTERNATIVE BORDERTOWN SUBSTATION SITE”.
This parcel is noted as parcel II7 in the Pine Valley Subdivision.
Page 5 of the CC and R’s indicate that this property is to be used
solely for single family residences. See Attachment 4.

1 n~8%

TANC is a municipally owned utility and it is staffed and
managed by Resources Management Inc. (RMI) Both comPanies
are located at the same office in Sacramento, California.
Another words, TANC IS RMI. RMI is the consulting company
SPPCO used in designing the routing for

See PEA Vol 2, appendix B.
the Reno~Alturas

Intertie.

‘J
3) The DEIR/S allowed Sierra Pacific to PlaCe An91ePointXol On -
this parcel, when there appears no reason to do so: the line aoes
EAST not SOUTWWEST - unless thev are desiqnina the exit fro
Bordertown to accommodateanother a line!

Wnl EIWS, November 1995
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See Attachment 6. In addition Truckee DOMer PUD has re~ested
30 WJ (atthe April20, 1995 Reno hearing) and Lassen MUD has
remested 50 NV (August 2, 1994 newspaper) . How much does this
leave to increaee the reliability of the Reno/Tahoe area? NOT
MUCH

I

3

]0~the CONFLICTING SIERRA COUNTY ,~c
TRANSMISSION FACILITIES IN 28.i4) The DEIR/S did not acknowledge

ZONING ORDINANCES PRO1{IBITING
AGRICULTURAL COMMUNITIES.

5) The DEIR/S did not acknowledge the historic integrity of the
upper end of Long Valley (although I had mentioned it in my
scoping May of 1994) Enclosed is a letter from
Architect~~~;er~istorian, Michele McFadden who has identified
significant historic patterns in the upper end of Long Valley. I’ve
also included supplemental maps. See Attachment 5.

To relieve reliability, SPPCO has previously stated that it
must tie-in to North Valley Rd. This can be accomplished from a
variety of means, unless of course, they are planning to run
another line, which is not accounted for in the growth inducing
impacts of this EIR/S.

DEIS/S Part 1 INTRODUCTION/OVERVIEW
The sentence which states, that “this condition could lead to I
~lknnmnn khe ~ransrniesion system resulting in a disruption t

!! is unjustified. For further reading nn hi
NG BLACK AND BROWN OUTS. PLEASE

6) P. A-17 states that ‘iResidential loads accounted for
approximately 26 Percent of SPPCO ‘e salee in lgg2....Minin9 was
the second largest eector for ene.r9Ysales ....aCCOUntin9fOr about 1

of-.. ..OW
utilities MISUSE TTHREATENII 3 READ,
Power Struqqle. by Richard RudolPh and Scott Ridlev (New York:
Harper and he dynamics

an OL.-=- -..-----
power to the area -- -..=.

25 percent of -SPPCO’Stotal salee. Mining is the fastest growing
section of SPPCO customers....but by 1997 it is expected to grow to
about 34 percent of sales.” The DEIR/S has not ade~atelY
emlained why the mining load growth rise has not mandated a line
directly to the mines, instead of routing to a urban area?
Perhaps, it is because by placing some of the responsibilityon the
urban rate payer, SPPCO’S wholesale rates will drop thereby making
SPPCO’S industrial rates more competitive.

I

I
RoW, 1986) - this excellent book explains-t]

ass~ciated with utilities and explains their misuse of the facts to I
get what they want. d

9) P.A-24, under Proposed Project Deeign. SPPCO proposes to
install the phase shifter at the Bordertown substation site because
it is cheaper than at North Valley Rd. As presented in the
evidentiary hearings, SPPCO prepared the cost analysis for this
comparison in January of 1994 - - years after they had designed
the routing, which IN EVERY CASE, INCLUDED THE BORDERTOWN
SUBSTATION - (IN THE ORIGINAL MAP, PRESENTED TO THE
NEVADA PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION IN 1992, THEY ROUTED ALONG THE
EAST SIDE OF THE PETERSEN MTN RANGE, THE DOGSKIN MTN RANGE ~D
STILL CAME INTO THE BORDERTOWN SUB BEFORE CONTINUING).

Their high cost comparison for using North Valley Rd. included
a cut and fill scenario which only took into consideration their
highest price options. See Attachment 7 for a complete layout of
their property holdings at Valley Rd. and North Valley Rd.

I

The DEIR/S has not connected the fact, that the increase in
mining sales due in 1997 may be precipitating the “need” for this
line to be on line by the end of 1996. A more direct route would
be more appropriate. J

7) P. A-22, under Primary Objectives, Increased SPPCO Import
Capacity, states, “This tie would allow SPPCO to increase its
import capability rating from 360 to 600 Ml.” This fact (from
Steven Oldhams testimony at the evidentiary hearings) FAILS TO
ACKNOWLEDGE THAT THE PINYON PINE PROJECT WILL YIELD A PREVIOUSLY
UNACCOUNTED FOR 110 NW AND THAT THE COMBUSTION TuRBINEs ALsO
UNACCOUNTED FOR, k~ILLYIELD AN ADDITIONAL 100 ~~. SPPCO’S need for

1
0?8:4

additional import capability is therefore significantly lowered. a)

b)

A lower cost option could be to go South from North Valley
Rd. on what appears to be 4-5 acres.I

SPPCO will argue back that the PinYon Project andT;~D~
turbines are not necessarily permanent. Hogwash.

partially funded the project and if the impermanence is a problem,
then why are they building the Tuscarora Pipeline????

Another option which was not considered would be to place
the phase shifter and other e~ipment back further on the
54 acres SPPCO owns at North Valley Rd. There would be
need for cut and fill. Physical examination of the site
indicates that the topography on top of the hill is FLAT
and undeveloped. PLEASE CONSIDER THIS OPTION IN THE FINAL
EXR/S. .

8) P. A-22, under Primary objectives, Improve Reliability fo
Reno/Lake Tahoe customers. Of the additional 300 Wfs, 110 will be
used to serve BPA’S Northern Nevada transfer loads (Vlellsand

1
01!?0

Harney), v~ashingtonWater power will use go ~~.
I
I

G-372



,—

PART G. COMMENTS

c)
10) P.

5

In addition, the cost of the Preferred Bordertown sub JoOc.
location does not include any costs associated with a trade 28.11

with BLM for that property.

A-24 , states that, l,Borderto~ would also provide a
convenient location (approximately6 miles northwest of Reno) for
a substation to help supply the potentially growing needs of the
North Valley Area. First, Bordertown is NOT 6 MILES NORTHWEST OF
RENO - MORE LIKE 12-15 MILES. Second, the EIR/S did not verify if
the North Valleys area of Reno is growing. See Attachment 8.

Note the population forecast for the North Valley area in 1994
and then in 2015 - a slight increase, Now look at Spanish Springs,
and area EAST of the preferred line: From 6,900 people in 1994 to
almost a 300% growth increase in the year 2015. This is further
supported by Sparks Mayor Bruce Breslow in his comments at the
April 20, 1995 hearing in Reno. Pleaee eee Attachment 9.

10) P. A-29, under Transmission Facilities for North Valley Growth,
Again, please refer to /}9 - as there is very liktle growth in the
North Valleys because there are severe water limitations -- the
arowth ie further EAST. Sierra County prohibits any subdivisions

oOc.
18.12

In Long Valley, smaller than 80 acres: ‘Also note that there iS M i

EXISTING 120 RV LINE WWICH RUNS FROM VALLEY RD SUB TO THE NORTH i
VALLEY AREA ------BUT IT IS CURRENTLY OPERATED AT ONLY 60 KV ---- 1

Part B PROJECT DESCRIPTIONS AND ALTERNATIVES

11) P. B-20, under Bordertown Substation. The idea that the
Bordertown substation “imposes fewer environmental impacts than
expanding North Valley Rd: is ludicrous, The North Valley Rd. area
is already a Public Service zoned area, with existing electrical
and gas facilities. Hardly a scenic sensitive area.
According to Duane Nelson of SPPCO at the evidentiary hearings, the
Valley Road substation has been there for MANY YEARS - the
residential growth has developed around Valley Rd and was NOT
NAIVELY IMPOSED ON THEM. Adding an additional 127’ necessary to
complete the Alturas Project does not seem to be a visual problem -

it’s only when synthesizing the project by incorporating
Bordertown sub onto Valley Rd becomes a visual problem.

To continue, the same paragraph refers to the fact that the
Bordertown sub will “provide SPPCO the flexibility for future
interconnects given the additional area available.” Given the fact
that SPPCO has already planned a second phase shifter (whichis x
included in the one-line diagram in the PEA) certainly strengthens
the fact that THE BORDERTONN SWITCHING STATION WAS SELECTED FOR
FUTURE INTERCONNECTIONSAND THAT THE ENTIRE RENO-ALTURAS INTERTIE
ROUTING WAS BASED ON THAT FACT.

I

I

I
I

I

I

6

This is further supported by the “use of transmission line
ewitching e~ipment would be installed.” FOR VWT .....IF NOT FORJo2:FUTURE LINES?

12) P, B-57, under East side of the Petersen Mtn. Range routes.
The DEIR/S’s rational for elimination for both route 1 and Route 2
are weak and conclusionary. Routing the line around the East side
of the Petersen range would .

a) be consistent with Sierra County ‘s zoning regulations
and support their resolution, opposing the substation and
transmission line in its current location in the County
itself.

b) acknowledge the recreational experience of Toiyabe National
Forest and Dog Valley users and allow that experience
to remain in tact.

c) to locate a substation in an objective manner; NOT BUYING
THE SUBSTATION SITE FIRST AND ROUTING TO IT, BUT ALLOWING
THE ROUTING TO BE FIRST, THEN FINDING A SUITABLE SPOT FOR
A SUBSTATION.

d) topreeerve Long Valleyas an historically significant open
space area.

e) to place a substation nearer the load growth, instead of
trying to “create” need for growth in the Western area of
the North Valleys, when there isn’t any.

f) Force SPPCO to o~enlv acknowledge its lona term Plane for
future interconnections,under a distinctly seDerate apDlication.9)

h

i)

to mandate that the BLM classify the preferred location of
the Bordertown substation site in its Visual Resource
Management syetem (which had not been done until we
re~ested it).

to challenge the Nevada Dept of Wildlife’s concerns, until
the UEPA process has been started in Nevada.

p, B-57, “Much of the area on the east side of Petersen
Mountain range is relatively undisturbed and undeveloped.”
So is LONG VALLEY and vet we were not qiven the came
consideration. (to clarify, the ridge which separates Long
Valley from Cold Springs Valley has 2 areas of development,
both in Washoe County and not in Long Valley per se)

I

~al EIWS, November 1995
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13)P.B-58, “The ELM indicates that the northern portion of Route
1 wouldbe inconsistentwithBLM land use plans and therefore would
be unacceptable.” That is a conclusionary statement and we are
re~esting a FULL EXPLANATION. Why aren’t overhead transmission
lines accepable in Dry Valley or Bedell Flat areas -- overhead
transmission lines ALTER THE UNDEVELOPED CHARACTER OF ~ RURAL
LANDSCAPE.

To route a line around ‘(landuse conflicts in the Red Rock
area and in the Cold Springs Valley where small parcels slated for
future residential development would be crossed” are inconsistent
and conclusionary.

a)

b)

c)

d)

why does potential development have superiority over
existing residential developments?

Why does potential development in Nevada have superiority
over Sierra County, California zoning?

tiy does potential development have superiority over
maintaining historic integrity and abiding by CEQA?

Can’t developers design subdivisions around transmission
and distribution lines? Don’t they usually and haven’t they
in the past?

d) Routing of a substation should be to the load center to
maximize usage and distribution potential.

14) P.B-58, under Eastside Route 2. “Potential conflicts with ELM
lands, ranches, agricultural lands in the Lemon ValleY/Hun9rY
Valley areas are land use disadvantages. ”
This statement is conclusionary.

a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

f)

Aren’t there land use conflicts in the upper end of Long
Valley?

Aren’t there ranches in Long Valley?

Aren’t there agricultural lands in Long Valley?

Aren’t there BLM lands in Long Valley?

Aren’t there California Fish and Game lands in Long
Valley?

Isn’t there a potential for a National Register
nomination in Long Valley?

I
I

i

8

g) Aren’t there cultural resources in Long Valley?

h) Aren’t there zoning conflicts in Long Valley?

,)

o1?i)Aren(t there residential developments/subdivisions in
Long Valley?

15) P.B-61, under Alternative Bordertown Substation sites.
The rationale for elimination of the listed sites on California
Fish and Game property are conclusionary.

1
a)

b)

c)

d)

e)

16) P.

How would a substation conflict with wildlife?

Can’t wildlife walk around a substation?

DO wildlife get cancer near substations?

Do wildlife damage the steel structures?

How will a eubetation conflict with land use goals
anymore than a substation conflicting with Sierra
County’s land use goals?

B-61, continued. What does future inclusion of land
purchases by Calif Fish and Game have to do with a substation site?in2;
so What? - Jw

17) p.B-61, under description. BLM parcel APN # 082-083-09 IS NOT
LOCATED IN THE HALLELUJAH JUNCTION WILDLIFE AREA......IT IS IN
NEVADA According to BLM officials, BLM parcels which may be
=;ted for disposal, are usually surrounded by private
property. This parcel is such a piece and furthermore, it iS
located behind a slight rise, shielding it from high visibility, on

1

02:
a existing dirt access road, would be closer to potential load
growth that ~ occur in the stead area, would keep the degradation
in Nevada (who is benefiting from this project) and would not be
located near historic properties.

18) P. B-62, under expansion of North Valley Rd substation.
Please see # 11. The DEIR/S performed a very shallow examination
of the cost comparisons between the two sites. The DEIR/S did n?t
consider duplication of circuit breakers, reactors, fencing In
comparing the two sites. The evidentiary hearings revealed that

1

02:20
most of that emipment can be placed at North Valley Rd. and that
would reduce costs.

a) The DEIR/S did not look at using the land to the south of
the North Valley Rd sub.
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b)

c)

d)

1’

The DEIR/S did not look at how much of the cut land could
be used for fill. Physical examination of the site
revealed there is only 27” of imported E on the existing
pad, the remaining dirt is from the cut land.

The DEIR/S did not do its own INDEPENDENT analysis of the
costs involved, instead figures from SPPCO were used. In
the cost comparisons, it states that SPPCO ~ ueed
their avproved contractors. WE WANT ANOTHER INDEPENDENT
EVALUATION, USING FREE ENTERPRISE,

“Finally, cut and fill on the hillside would be vieible I
from Reno/Sparks, etc....” SO WHAT.

1) There are existing transmission facilities.
2) There is existing cut and fill.
3) There is appropriate public service zoning.
4) There is an existing corridor,
5) It is already degraded.

Part C ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS

19) P, C.4-1, under study area. The DEIR/S (by virtue of the BLM)
identified only a 660’ Area of Potential Effect. This iS
inade~ate, We have re~ested (from the BLM and that National
Advisory Council for Historic Preservation) a 1 mile APE on either
side of the line for cultural, historic and visual resources.
According to Kathy Cameron of the Advisory Council this has been
granted.

20) P. C,4-30, under EnvironmentalImpacts and Mitigation Measures.
The DEIR/S identifies the 4 categories of potential impacts on
cultural resources. # 4, diacusees effects related the the effects
on the integrity, feeling or association with a cultural resource
site. Since the DEIR/S did not acknowledge any historic
properties, it is not surprising this was not addressed. But in
the FINAL EIR/S WE ADAWAMTLY REQUESTING THAT A ARCHITECTURAL
HISTORIAN BE SENT TO THE UPPER ENDOF LONG VALLEY AND DOA PHYSICAL
SURVEY OF THE EXPANDED A.P.E. FINDINGS SHOULD INCLUDE A DISCUSSION
ON THE INTEGRITY OF FEELING, ASSOCIATION OF THE HISTORIC NATURE OF
THIS VALLEY,

For further informationplease refer to: Preservation Briefs#
36 Protecting Cultural Landscapes: Planning, Treatment and
Management of Historic Landscapesby Charles A. Birnbaum (U.S. Dept
of the Interior, National Park Service, Cultural Resources)
and National Register Bulletin # 30: Technical information of
comprehensive planning, survey of cultural resources and

WI EIWS, November 1995
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registration in the National Register of Historic Places (U.S.Dept
of the Interior, National Park Service), Both of these
publications are available at the California Govt Printing Office]01:
for $ 3.00 each.

21) Pg. c.4-47, under Sordertown substation alternative. The
DEIR/S iS DEFICIENT BECAUSE IT FAILED TO RECOGNIZE THE OLD 1862
RANCHAS AN HISTORIC PROPERTY. The comment, “there is no basis for
the eelection of one site versus the other from a cultural resource

10
17%3

standpoint” 1S ABSOLUTE NONSENSE. We have a LARGE sign out front,
with the worde, Old 1862 Ranch on it. We have 3 obvious historic
buildinge on the site, See # 5.

22) Pg. c.8-7 identifies the zoning for the Bordertown substation
and transmission lines. It does not say whether this is consistent
with Sierra County Regulations. It does not mention that Sierra
County Rd. 570 is a heavily used road providing accese to the
Toiyabe National Forest and the Dog Valley Recreational ARea. It
does not identify that this road is commonly used for jogging,

1
02!?4

walking, bicycling, ranch work, and used by the Boy scouts of
America, Washoe County echool children and several ewestrian
groups, Please refer to Stan Bales, of the BLM Susanville Office
for complete details.

23) Pg. C.8-24, under Construction Impacts on Recreational Uses,
does not mention Sierra County Rd 570 as being a major entrance to
Toiyable National Forest and the Dog Valley Recreation Area. It
also does not mention that the upper end of Long Valley is an
active raching community with horsetrailers, haywagons, and
cowboys moving cattle. In fact this area is such a popular all

1

01:$5seaeon recreation area, that during the Winter of 92-93 there were
so many snowmobiles and cross country skiers out here, we had to
re~est that the Sierra County Sheriff ban these recreation users
until we could bring in the hay trucks, The County does not plow
Sierra County Road 570 during the winter.

24) Pg. C. 8-29, under Degradation of Quality of Residential Uses.
It does identify effects of any of the angulation points associated
with Bordertown substation, e.g. V05, BS01,BS02, BS03, BS04. ]0l!~6
25) Pg. c.8-32, under Mitigation Measure for Impacts on Recreation
Users, The DEIRIS does not acknowledge the Long Valley area as a
popular recreation area. 10OC,Many dirt bikes and ATVS are used from 20.17
the Bordertown area to Dog Valley and the Toiyabe National Forest.



PART G. COMME~S

I

26) Pg. under Environmental Setting. The DEIR/S
inaccurate;~;;~cribes thepreferred Bordertom substationsite and
the alternate site as being “surrounded by commercial and
industrial zoning.” WRONG. The Washoe Cotinty,Nevada side of the
adjoining parcels are surrounded by rural residential zoning, with
2 industrial endeavors. A 3rd commercial site is a temporary heavy
e~ipment operator, who has a special use permit. The Sierra
County side is strictly pristine agricultural.

i
I

27) Pg. c.-13-6. We are all aware of the transposition error on
Table C.13-3 regarding a Class I VRM Classification and a Class 1
Impact. We have re~esteda VRM rating be done for the BLM parcel, 1102!~9 I
slated to be the location for the preferred Bordertown substation
9ite.

28) pg. c,13-45 and 46, under Cumulative Impacts and Mitigation
Measures. The DEIR/S fails to adrees the cumulative impacts from
the Bordertown substation. On page 51 of the PEA, it specifically
states that this substation will be a switching station, used for
the importation and exportation of power. What will be the
cumulative effects of additional lines on a traditional ranching
community and high use recreational area?
This is erroneously touched upon on page C.13-47, where it states
that the significance of the cumulative impact is expected to be
adverse but not significant due to the relatively limited number of
viewers. Let me refer the reader back to page c.12-4 of this
DEIR/S where it states that Sierra County Road 570 gets 100
vehicles per day. That ;~her, plus the additional use from non-
vehiclular activitie9 as jogging, walking, bicYclin9t
horseback riding, etc (check with Stan Bales on this) brings that
visual sensitivity up to over 45,OOO visits a year - indicating
HIGH VISUAL SENSITIVITY - not relatively few numbers of viewere.

29) Pg. C.13-65, under Alternative Segment WCFG. It states that
public lands crossed by Alternative segment WC~G ha~e been
designated BLMVRM Class 111. In telephone conversationswith Stan
Bales, he atiitted that no specific classification had been
assigned to the preferred Bordertom substat~on ?ite. It,was only

1,
02!:1,

given a general broad classification, ass~~n9 lt wae s~milar to
other parcels. Physical examination by him, indicated that the ~M
rating to be a B Scenic QualitYRatin9.Thatratln9#,coupledwith
the visual sensitivity, could improve the non-specific Class 3
rating.

30) Pg. C. 14-2. On Table C.14-1 Transmission alternatives, the
Nevada Route Alternative and the S~er Lake Alternative would meet
all 3 primaW objectives, except for transmission service to the ]0,2!$2 i

I
I

..-

12

North Valley area. Please see ~ 10. The DEIR/S failed to
thoroughly examine SPPCO’S premise that the North Valleys area is]02!growing. A thorough investigation is rewired.

The DEIR/S failed to investigate the ramifications of the proposed
LMUD tie-in. The DEIR/S is deficient because it did not review:

a)

b)

c)

31) P9.

the contract with Western Area Power Association, secured
approximately 1 1/2 years ago.

the purpose of the Wendell substation. This re~est fOr a
substation 10 years into the future is ridulous and serves
only to act as a constraint in routing the Reno-Alturas
Intertie.

LMUD just signed a ten year contract with P,G and E. -1
02?

c.14-2 continued. The Frenchman tap alternative is not
e~lo~ed at all. This short line would indeed meet the import
desires of SPPCO, especially when considering the additional mega
watts yielded by Pinyon (110 NW) and the CT turbines (100 Mw) at

10
1:24

Tracy. This alternative would be dramatically less expensive and
would benefit SPPCO’S transmission system. PLEASE RE-CONSIDER THIS
ALTERNATIVE.

32) Another alternative not addressed in the DEIR/S but suggested
in the testimony by John P. Solaro was to run the line on the East
side of the Petersen Mountain Range. This would correctly serve102?the growth in the Spanish Springs area. PLEASE CONSIDER THIS
OPTION.

ADDITIONAL LONG-TERM IMPLICATIONS

33) Pg. E-5. The DEIR/S hae taken a ~ superficial look at the
long range plans for the Bordertown aubgtation. Please refer to #
1 aandb. The dates for the TANC work paper was from June of 1994
and the SMUD workpapers are from 1993. 5-10 YEARS IS IMMEDIATE,
ESPECIALLYWHENPLANS.ARE BEING DISCUSSED BEFORE THE APPROVAL OF
THE BORDERTOWN SUBSTATION. The DEIR/S’S comment about the
placement of a second phase shifter is ludicrous. Please consult
your engineer ----a phase shifter is determined by the phase angle
impedence for a SPECIFIC LINE. The angle is dependent upon the
location of the beginning and terminus of the line.

I
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burning of trash, garbago or other llke household refuse without a permit

r

~ I

fr~n the Cmittec, nor shal 1 anY owner accuml ato on hls parcel junked or . ‘.
:,

unsightly vehicle! or Iltter, refuso or garbage, except !n receptacles for

! , such purposes.

K.
~ .:

Antennas. Radto transmltt lng and recaiv{ng antennas for
I t:

short wave or h~ radio and/or $atelllte broadcast tolavfslon dt$h i !{
entenna installations will not be In$taf led on anY parcel without the

express written peml$$fon of the Comfttee. Standard telovlston b
;,

antennaa wI1l be allowed, hohever, tho height wilt not exceed ten (10)

feet above higha$t Potnt of roof IIne.
i ~

L. Lfmlted kccss. There shall he no access to any lotor

parcel on the perimeter of the de?elowznt except frm de$lgnated i \

streets or ro~da as Shonnon recorded naps of the development. j

H, Operetlon of Mtor Vehicles. All spead ltmlt and other ,C
~q

traff fc control $ Igns erected Hlthln the OevelOpTtnt shal 1 be observed
.!.
>%
.l~

et 011 tft~a. :J

H, Water Rlght4.

1. General I The use of $urfaca waters on the$e p$rcel$

shall be lo strict ch~ltance with thnlongVtlley Creek

adjudication, decree nuder 12999 entered August 9, 1976 tn

Book 26 of Judge@nt$, P49e 20, Supertor COUtt fOr lessen

County, Calf fOrnta. Ho alteration from that decree shall be

allowed In either manner of use, place of ule, or Lmunt of ute

nor $htll any user take any action th8t Mill in any way

ad~eriely affect the decreed rights of down$tren users.

,:w~

k-
....:.. ...,....... -.... .........-.**s.: .- .+.l ., .g. a,

2. Uae and Contra) of Reservoirs

ALOA8E RCSfRVOIR

?heAldabo Rc$ervolr l!es Mlth wlthln the boundaries of

Parcel 8 and therefore Parcel 8 shall have sole ule of the

water surface of that re$ervolr subject totho decreed rfghts

app)lcable tO other Parcels. As other parcels are tlso served

water from tho Aldabo Rcsorvolr, the owner of parcel 8 shall

not {n any way alter the dm structure, dtverslon structure, or

spillway for acce$s and maintenance purposes system without the

expre$sed nrltten consent of the owners of other parcels nor
1

shall he In any way chaogo or alter the flow to other Parcela

es decreed. In no event shell the d~ or re$ervolr bo mdlfled
I

in any way $ea$toretnlnonymorewaterthanallonedthroush

the decree. further~re the onners of other parcels shall have

the right to use the access of the dem, diversion structure and

$ptllway as the$e affect water serw!ce to thoso parcels.

LIHmUISl - SOUTH CREEK RESIRVOIR

lhe Lindqutst - South Creek ReIcrvolr 1184 wlthln thn

boundlrfel of parcels 2, 3 and 4 and 411 of theeO ParCel$ 1h411

have the u$e of the weter lwrface for recr@8t{0nal tCttVltle$.
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PART G. COMMENTS

. .

3 April 1995

Jan Loverin
Long Valley, California

Dear Jan:

I have had an opportunity to review, in a prelimina~ way, the
cultural resourcesin the Long Valley area and associatedwith your
property in particular, It seeme clear that there are some
remarkable built and landgcape resourceg, many of which are
eligible for ligtingon the NationalRegister of Historic Places as
a district, Yourout buildingsin particular appear to date to the
earliest period of settlementafter 1860. Your brick house, while
twentieth century, is probably also eligible for listing,
particularly in included in a district nomination, In addition,
the uge of the land, with its fencing and continued agricultural
use, should also be regardedas contributing elements to a National
Register district. Such a district could have boundaries to match
your property lines,but it would probably be more appropriate to
include larger parts of Long Valley since the property of your
neighbors appear to preserve the same integrity from the early
historic period.

These resources are eligible under criterion A because of their
association with an important historic period of development,
supplying as they did, agriculturalproducts to trans-continental
travelers but also to the growing market supplied by the Comstock .
mining boom (1859-1880). They are also eligible under criterion C
because the buildingsshow design and construction techniques that
date them to historic periods. In addition, the use of the land
dates clearly to an historic period in an area where agricultural
land use, though once extremelyimportant to that partof the Great
Basin, has given way to residential and other co~ercial
development. Long Valley pregerves the ambiance of an earlier
period in a remarkablefashion.

Propo9ed developmentof Long Valley, in the form of transmission
lines cutting across the Valley, should include consideration of
the effects on this potentialdistrict. Any report which defines
the Area of ProjectEffect (APE),as consisting of a narrow strip
of land along transmission lines, may fail to take into
consideration the potential adverse effect on the historic
regources of this valley. It is not unusual that this valley had
not been documentedin this part of the Great Basin, but that does
not make it unimportant. Survey work should include analysis of a
broader APE that includes consideration of cultural landscape
featuresand its buildings. Only with this perspectivewould it be
possible to fairly understand all potential effects of this
projects on these resources.

. .

Jan Loverin
3 April 199S
Page 2

Please let me know if you have any questions,

Sincerely,

h~ L-
Michelle McFadden,
ArchitecturalHistorian

905 West Sunset Way
Carson City, NV 89703

882-6266

1
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Socioeconomic Information System
POPUMTION BY PUNNING AREA

Novomber28,1994

The Iolloting table nhowswpulation for tho 12 plannlngareas mverfngWashoa~UnW9 .
uninoorporetedarea(sssmaponthefollowlnopage),Tha1980and1900figuresarefmm tho
U.S.Census,tho1994Ilgurolaanestimate,and[ha2016llgure18aforeoagt.

E
--.
Sun
Taht
TNO
Verd.. .

1980 1990 ~~;; ‘ “(
PLANNINGAREA CENSUS CENSUS
ForaBt innn f~soo 1,900 2,W0
HlnhDesert 600 700 700 900
NorthVet14ys 11,400 13,300 14,2~ 16,600
SouthVallevs 4,000 4,W0 5,W0 6,600_
Soulhoa6tTruckaoMeadows 4,600 5,600 8,200 18,100

7,000 12,200
-,”-- 6,0W 23,600
11,300 12,s00 10,600
7,600 8,000 10,300

1~ I 1*8W 1,000 5,000
~300 2,300 2,600 6,100

-n nMn

I %:y:;~r””’adow”::; 6,BO0 I i
Sm (

Vallev 8,800
]9 8,200
keeCanvon 1~
I 1<

WarmSpdnOs 3W I 600 I 800 I C,wu

TOTALS 44,000 58,700 6s,100 I 121,7001
Notre 1.

2.

.s ‘.‘J
38

4.

TheWpulallonosllmalesareforJuly1,1004.

Th8WprdallonforecaslgarebagedontheWa9hooCoun~Corrsonsus Forest,
1994.2016. ..,

ThoIigureedo notImludeanypopulationIncludedIntheRenoSpbm of
Influence,theSpadrsSphereofInlluanm,thoNoflhwestPlRnnin9ArSSorthe
Norfhea9tPlanninoArea.

ThesumoftheplannlngamosincludingIhepopulationInthespharefioflnfhsa~e
vdllnotadd up totheuninsorporaledos!lmaleesubmittedtotheShte
Demographer.ThisIsduetoa highpemerrla~eofbulfdlngpanl~WUtiM In
plannhrgemeawitha hlgharowupa~ ratoIhentheovamllunl~woralsd
~upanW rate.Thaun!morporatedeglimsteaWIIIbemvlsed[ncon]una[onwllh
IheSla!oDemographertorofla~ttischangeIno~upa~ ratesforthe199S
estlmale.
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

ze

, # -
Y

~. BRES~W : I‘m at the tall microphone, I guess.

I’m here to represent tho City of sparks in

our official position, and that is that we support the

●nviromontally superior route as recommended.

lIm not going to 5ay ●nvironmentally sound,
..

because nobody wants that darn thing anywhere near them,

and it will disrupk people#S lives no Batter where it

goes.

BUt if it want to the alternative through the

city of 6park9 corridort tie conservative estimate is.

that in the Satellite Mills and the Vintage Hills

subdiviaionn, conservatively we would have to destroy 64

homas and averago between 11 and 13 million dollars in

extra costs. ACW aT Vo b~e~,

That doegn’t includa the impacts on Spanish

springs, vbich is an avard-winnin9, master-planned

comunity. The construction of the tiret of two golf

courses right next to this power line and very upscale

oomunity takes placa July Ist.

Spanish Springs will have 30,000 people in the

next 25 years in the sparks corridor. The county

population’around that is another 30,000 people.

~af[@O\@

FtilEIWS, November199S

I

1
t

I

I
G- 403

. .

May 25, 1994

California Public Utilities Commission
Ms. Julie Halligan
Project Manager
Commission Adv~eory and Compliance Division
Environmental and Energy Advisory Branch
505 van Ness Avenue, Room 3207
San Francisco, cA 94102

Re: CPUC Application No, 93-11-018
Alturae Intertie Project

Dear Ms. Halligan:

After
Proponent~

attending Sierra
94, attending theSierra County Planning Dept. and Board of Supervisors meetings and

the public ecoping meetings, The Citizens for the Preservation of
Long ValleY are OPPOSED to the proposed routing and location Of the
Bordertown substation,

We are opposed for the following reasons:

I. NEGATIVE DECLARATIONS:

1) The initial proposal for the cite of the Bordertown
substation (APN # 021-100-12) is located in the Pine Valley
Subdivision of Sierra County. The recorded Covenants, Condition
and Restrictions of the Pine Valley subdivision specifically state
that the use of said property is for BESIDENTIAL USE Oof the CC&Rls is attached. u. A copy

This site is in direct violation of the
predetermined land use and is inconsistentwith established Sierra
County zoning.

2) Sierra Pacific is now (ae of 5/13/94) considering
purchasing or trading for the adjoining BLM parcel to the north
(APN # 021-090-021). The Citizene for the Preservation of Long
Valley are opposed to this location ae well, although the northern
area of this parcel is more acceptable than the prior parcel - ~
js still not deeirable. We are opposed to both locations for tho
following reasons:

a) The project ie &CONSISTEN~ with Sierra County*s Draft
General Plan and is a violation of current open space zoning.
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b) The project will degrade the value of adjacent property
and will certainly leesen the desirability of ranch and home salee.

Sierra pacific has not identified other poesible
locat;~ns for the Bordertown substation in the PEA. 8 PR
ROUTES UTILIZE THE BORDERTOWN SUBSTATION sI

OPOSEQ
m. Although SPPCO. hae

nOW started trying to acquire the BM parcel, thie iS not a real
alternative, This parcel affects the same people and the same land
area. We want SPPCO. to provide us with other distinct
alternatives]

I
d) Sierra PaCifiO Consistently refers to the propossd

Bordertown substation site as ‘Iexisting,llbut when referring to the I
proposed substation site near Alturas, it is referred to as a t~newl~
substation site. =, page 50 of PEA, vol. 1. !

For roughly the same size, the two new proposed substation
sites were not given equal consideration. The people of Modoc
County were originally given four sites to consider, narrowing it
down to two; the people of Sierra County were not given any
alternative site locations,

e) According to the Electric Reeource Plan Sierra Pacific
filed in July 1993 with the Nevada Public Utilitiee Commission
(Section 1, p. 15), l’Anotherbenefitof the Alturas Project is that
it provides the required eecond strong electrical source to the
Reno area. At a minimum, the Bordertown substation option will
save an estimated $4 million in 120 Kv expansion and voltage
support from Valley Road substation to the North Valley area. It
could save as much as $20-25 million if the North Valley growth
ehould cause a 345 Kv expane~on from Tracy to Valley Road.ls

This means that the Bordertown substation will not just
provide transmission service but will eventually have distribution
capability. If this llsecondstrong electric eource to the Reno
areattis required for Nevada residents
Nevada?

, shouldn~t it be based in

Even Mr. Olack and Mr. Younkin of Sierra Pacific state that
the potential size of the Bordertown substation could reach ~
*P ~ We would like a FULL SCLOSURE OF THE POTENT~

OF TNIS SUBSTATION, e.g., future interconnections to
other utilities, wheeling, distribution, additional phase shifters ‘
and transformers, etc.

II. POTENTIAL SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS OF Tf{EPROPOSED PROJECT
I
i

1) This area is currently an agricultural environment. The ~
electromagnetic field generated by the 345 Kv line is of concern to
cattle ranchers. Inhibited milk production (as covered by 1!60
Minutestl)could cause injuries to animals and a potential loss of i
income. One rancher in the area is subject to the Williamson Open
Space Act, which states that his property can mly be used in an
agricultural manner. If problems arise, it could be detrimental to

~

G-4o4

his livelihood, since he would not be able to use the property for
anything else.

2) The historic significance of Long Valley is evident. TWO
buildinge in the immediate area of the proposed Bordertown
substation site have origine in the 1860s, with eligibility on the
National Register of Historic Sites possible.

3) According to the Northeaet California Information
Center/California Archeological Inventory, no historic or cultural
survey of the southern end of Long Valley has been done.

4) Sierra county Rd. #570 (aka Dog Valley Rd. or Long Valley
Rd.) is scenic and sensitive. The road parallels the Sierra Nevada
Mountains and enters into National Forest property with striking
vieual impact.

5) The Bordertown substation will GREATLY alter the
agricultural, historical, and pastoral character of the valley.
Industry may be attracted here because of the substation.

111. ALTERNATIVES

1) The EIS/EIR should consider other BLM parcels, already on
the proposed route, where surrounding human habitation is nil and
therefore mitigation minimal.

a) Specifically, Township 22, Range 17E Section 25 and 24,
APN # 021-020-02

b) An alternate route which goes down the east side of the
Petersen Mountain Range.

c) In the Stead industrial park, near Lear and Moya
Boulevard. Thie would enable the power source to be nearer to the
already existing Stead substation and could be an enhancement to
the industrial area. Any distribution potential would be nearer to
the load.

IV. MITIGATION MEASURES

u the EIS/EIR establishes that the proposed Bordertown
substation site on the BLM parcel has ths least impact on the
environment, the Citizens for the Preservation of Long Valley would
like ths following mitigation meaeures:

1) Require that the Bordertown substation in its current or
future size will not be visible from Sierra county Rd. #570.
Maintain the scenic beauty, historic context and agricultural
landscape by requiring all Sierra Pacific structures will be hidden
from view from the Dog Valley/Long Valley Road. This should
include such techniques as:

a) strategic placement of facility (again, nearer the
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north portion of the parcel would be more acceptable);

b) excavation so that it is removed from ridge lines;

c) berming with LARGE TREES and landscaping so it is
visually eliminated;

d) no transm~eslon structures on crest of hills;

e) use the lowest heights possible for towers, bridges;

f) where facility may be visible from County Rd., build
stone walls to maintain historic context;

9) use impact minimizing paints, dull finishes on all
structures;

h) restrict expansion of substation;

In closing, the Citizens for the Preservation of Long Valley
hope that the California Public Vtilitiss Commission and the B~
will coneider our proposals. The Reno-Alturas Intertie will not
directly BENEFIT US, YET WE WILL HAVE A mPROP ~
~VE IMPACT.

00
Ths Reno-Alturns Intertie has many functiione,

several mentioned in the PEA and eeveral not mentioned, but
discovered in the 1993 Electric Resource Plan. These future
developments W be addreesed NOW to insure ‘ladecent home and
satisfying living environment for every Californian.lt (Calif. Env.
Quality Act, s21000)

Sincerely,

Citizens for the Preservation
of Long Valley

Jan and Jim Loverin

Pat Hodgest M.D.

Joyce Stoffey

Buck and Bea Sumpter

Richard and Louise Powell

Jan Dawson

-1 EINS, Novmber 1995

Dr. and Mrs. Jerry Zebrack

Myrna Moore

Vickie Rosen

Dan and Debbi Jest

Andy and Rhonda Sallaberry

Dan and Katie Pries

G-4o5
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Shaota Chnpter,CNPS
PO BOX 990194

[111

.JtJhII!)I!l!dl

Radding,CA 96099
Juno1, 1995

1; . .,. ;. .1!
. . . . . . . . . . ..- .

Org./Citizen Groups
Juliel{alligan/PeterI{m, CPUC/B~ Comment Set 29
afoAspenEnvironmentalGroup
30423Canwood Street, Suite 218
AgoUra Nillo, CA 91301

SUSJECT: AlturaoTranntionionLinO PrOjOOt$Stato CloaringhouooNumber
92042001,CPUC ApplicationNtior 93-11-018,BM Case Number cACA-31406

ooar HO, Ilalliganand Hr~ Nw,

ThO following are our comentn regarding tho sierra Pacific Powor Company,
AltUrhO Tranomioaion Lino PrOjOCt Oraft EIR/EIS.

Pago B-27, ConstructionSchedule:
Thero is the concern of constructionactivitiesbeing conduotodduring the

timo frames nhown in FigUrO B.2-13. Tho movement of heavy oquipmont into tho
area and the constructionof roads during the opring could ronult in compaction
of SO11O and degradationor dootruotionof vegetation. Thoro is tho main aonoern
of compactionof clayey soilo. Tho mitigationmoasuroo for soilo on pago C.6-41
do givo guidolinos for constructionaotivitiooand if followod tho reoult could
bo a delay in conntruotion aotivition for ono to throo montho. Sierra Paoifio
ohould not rush tho projoot but follow tho roopootivo load agency guidolinoo.

Delaying conotruotion activitioo could olitinate the need for oxtenoive
ripping of noila, incraaoo tho oucce8a of rovegetation work, and raduco tho
likelihood of invasion of exotic noxiouo woedo, especially moduoahead. Aloo,
rovogetating eovaroly compaotod slay ooilo will moot likely bo imponoible. J

Section D,2.3.2, page D-29:
we are pleased that 411 constructionactivitioowill bo prohibitedwithin

tho oxoluoion zones. our concern is that the public will uoe off-road vehicles
in senoitivo plant comunitien and/ornonsltive plant populations. ti example
is tho Alturao volcanic gravel plant comunit y. In areas with repeated
disturbance thoro aro no or very few rare plant populations to bo found.
Ropoated ORV uso will moot likelydestroythe nensitiveplants, and the comunity
will bo lnvadod by exotic plants such an choatgraee (Bromus toctorum), alyne~
(AlyssumSPP.), and male buttercup IRanunculus tosticulatus). Section C.3.2. 2.2
dooo addrosa off-nito componoation,butthoroiono provioion for mitigation of
damage cauaodby ORV uoo after the projeot is complete. Furthenore, off-oite
compensationwill not create now sensitiveplant communities nor will it bring
back extant population of rare plante. There should be come means of either
pormanontly blocking ORVuae (aream like the Alturas volcanic gravel are very
open with few natural barriorn and ORVO can eaoily go around any temporary
barrier), or tho powerlino should avoid these areas entirely.

Page c.3-4, last paragraph:
The second sentenceindicatesthatlowand black sagebrushare foundon the

same cites. In most ca8es they are different plant communities found in
different locationsof the Hodoo Plateau. Perhaps putting the word“or”between
the twowill suffico. Oid YOU mean to oay “bluobunchwheatgrass (P9eudoroegnerfa
spfcata )” and not Fest uca fdahoensis? Idaho fescue usually grows with big
sagebrushscrub,westernjuniper,and~nderosapineor jeffreypine communities.
Bluebunch wheatgraseohouldbo used.

i

Seotion C,3.2.2, EnvironmentalImpacts and Mitigation MeaBuren

We question the ‘temporary 10BB of habitat” to plant communities such 40
the Alturao volcanio gravels and volcanic vertiool low uagobruoh ecrub and to
sonoitive plants ouchas Sukedorf’smilkvetch,Nendornon$a lomatium,HolmgrenlB
skullcap,andspinyfilkwort. 16 there douumentodevidencethat disturbance such
ae that which will ocour from powerlino construction will only reeult in

10
?9:

temporary habitat loos? We do not want the poworline to be an expertient for
reclamation on native plant resouraes if we do not know the end reoult,
oepeoially for Federal candldato planto and CNPS-liotod planta.

Constructionaotivitienand overland travel,which page c.3-55 oayn are mutually
exolumive,have cumulativeoffeatn and togotherthey can reoult in pewnont 100a
of sonoitiveplant aommunitioDand plant population. Combino thin with noxious]0?9fior exotia plant invaolono and tho offooto aro inoroaood.

Wo would liko to eoo avoidanco of all fivo oenaitivo plant comunitieo and of]0CNPS Lint lB and 2 and Federal Candidato 2 plantn, Wo realize that Mitigation
Meaourea B-1 through B-6 andB-E partially addrono our concerno, but offsite :9ci
compensationwill not bring back permanently lost plant reoources.

Page C.3-S1
Tho Shanta Chapter la very concornodabout tho introductionof non-nativoo,

oopocially lioted noxioun weodo, into plant comunitieo along tho ~worlino
oorridor. We request that tho Shasta Chapter bo given tho o portunity to review

implementationof thfo ~~’
411 plan~ addreusin f ]0?9:iwood control and to prov de input into the

Appendix E.3
Wo roquent that tho Shanta Chapter bo ablo to review tho Comunity and

Habitat RoOtOration Plan when it io comploto. WO would liko tho Plan to
inoorporatoCNPS polioy and guidolinoofor rantorationof nativo plant ronourcos.]0?9?i
SC,L[

Donald Burk, Rare lant
ehaota Chapter, CNPS

DB:MD

i

Coordinator

G-406
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May 30, 1995

Julie Halligan/Peter Humm, CPUC/BLM
c/o Aspen EnvironmentalGroup Org,/CitizenGrouPs
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218 CommcntSet30
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Dear Ms IIalliganand Mr Numm:

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT/ENVIRONMENTALIMPACT STATE-
MENT FOR THE ALTURAS 345 kV TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT (CPUC
NO. 93-11-018, BLM NO. CACA-31406)

The Transmission Line Committee of the Sierra Club California
has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report/Statement
(DEIR/S) for the proposed Alturae 345 kv transmission line
project. The Sierra Club believes the DEIR/S to be inade-
quate in that it fails to provide a consistent and thorough
process for identifying and etudying the constraints and/or
opportunities of alternate routing and generating solutione
and in that it faila to efficiently examine the validity of
the Proponent’s Primary Objectives. The DEIR/S fails to
demonstrate how the Proposed Project will significantly bene-
fit the people of Nevada to such a degree unobtainable by any
other alternative or combination of alternatives so that it
justifies the major adverse environmental and land use impacts
on California.

PRIMARY OBJECTIVES

The document identifies the three primary goals of the Pro-
ponent as increased Sierra Pacific Power Company (SPPCO) im-
port capacity, improved reliability for the Reno/Lake Tahoe
area and additional access to Pacific Northwest Power. The
justifications are the need to meet projected increases in
load, WSCC criteria for reliability and the assumption of 10w
cost surplus power from the Northwest. Either by ommission -
there is no examination of the future costs or availability of
Northwest power; no considerationgiven to increasing the use
Demand Side Management(DSM) - or admission - the DEIR/s etatee
that reliability criteria can be met by non-Project sources
(A.6.8.2) and that other transmission routee can satiefy all
the major Project objective (C.14.1, p.C, 14-3) - the DEIR/S
does not demonstrate the necessity of the Proposed Project In
order to attain the stated objectives. Increased import capa-
bility is considered the most fundamental objective of the
Proposed Project(ie, import with epecific linkagee). So much
so that the DEIR/S routinely rejects alternatives because theY

@
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are not the P;oposed Project. It would follow, then, that
major component of the project would be wheeling and spot
market purchases. The DEIR/S faile to adequately consider
the benefits and impacts of such uses of new transmission.

CEQA

a

The DEIR/S identifies six areas of Class 1 significant CEQA
impacts, including two, visual resources and land use and
recreation, for which no m~ti9ation ~a available. There are,
however, additional significant CEQA imPacts which the DEIR/S
does not address. The Proposed Project would conflict with
the environmental plans and goals of the communities where it
is located; the Sierra County Board of Supervisors, the City
of Alturae, the Sierra CountY plannin9 commission and the
Modoc County Planning Commission have all adopted statements
of opposition to the Proposed Project based on the negative im-
pacts the Project would have on their environmental goals.
The Proposed Project would, in Alturas and Reno, disrupt and
divide the Dhvsical arrangement of the community. The loca-
tion of a l~r~e phase shifter at Border Town and the document’s
refereoce to the need to eervice potential growth in the North
Valley area (A 21) are indication of some of the potential for 1
expansion of development consequent to the Proposed Project. The
DEIR/S fails to raiee or examine the growth inducing impacts of
the line. The DEIR/S section on Visual Resources creates~ and
fails to resolve, a conflict as to whether or not the remote-
ness of some segments results in significant visual impacts.
The Proposed Project’s impact is not felt to be significant for
segments AOI-HSO and HSO1-ANP2 as there are few visitors to

1

0?05
those areas; however, the document acknowledges that in remote
recreational areas “expectations for unimpaired scenic quality
would typically be greater”(p C.13-30). The Project, if built
as proposed, would run through a portion of the Skedaddle WSA
and is, as noted in the DEIR/S, therefore in conflict with
Fsderal regulations.

CORRIDORS/GARAMENDI

The Sierra Club participated in and supports the California

I

Energy Commission’s Transmission Syetem and Right of Way Planning
process. Senate Bill 2431 required the CEC to “recommend POliCY
options for cost effectively and efficiently creating new trans-
mission rights of way with the least adverse environmental and
operational impacts. The legislation specifies that plannin9 o!02and siting of new transmission facilities be pursued in the
following order: l)The use of existing right of way should be
encouraged by upgrading existing transmission facilities where
technically and economically feasible. 2)Expansion Of existin9
right of way should be encouraged whenever construction of new
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transmission lines is required, 3)New right of way should be
created when justified by environmental, technical, or econ-
omic reasons, as determined by the appropriate licensing a-
gency” (TransmissionSystem and Right of Way Planning for the
1990’s and Beyond, CEC, March, 1992, P.4). The DEIR/S fails
to acknowledge the California legislation (2431) regarding
transmission priorities and the Proposed Project contravenes
the intent of the legislationand of the CECIS recommendations
for utility practices. Nor does the document acknowledge the
recent formation of a voluntary utility transmission issues
organization, the Western Regional Transmission Association
(NRTA) and what affect, if any, the WRTA might have on SPPCO’S
proposal.

TIME CONSTRAINTS

As SPPCO forecasts that, as early as the summer of 1997, a 120
kV line may exceed its design power carrying capability and as
SPPCO states it is unable to operate within prudent WSCC cri-
teria, the DEIR/S (c.14.2.1,p, C.14-6) uses time constraints
as a reason to reject a number of otherwise viable alternative
(those listed in Table C.14-1, except the Nevada Route Alter-
native). However, as the DEIR/S does not consider the likely
and timely (1997) addition of the power from Pinon Pine Power
Plant, the rejection of alternatives due to time constraints 1s
questionable.

ALTERNATIVES

As mentioned earlier, the DEIR/S suffere from a failure to pro-
vide a consistent and riaorous svstem of analvsis. A not un-
common example of this f~ilure i& the stateme;t: “Under the no .
Project Alternative, the hydrological impacts described above
would not occur; however, similar impacts would be realized in
other areas as the Applicant augments their existing system”
(ES-30). Similar such undocumented and speculative statements
are made in regard vis the alternatives to other project impacte
(at 4.3.2, ES-20, 4.7.2, ES-33, 4.8.6, ES-34 as examples). It
is noted that the LADWP and the Pacific DC Intertie corridors
are “each capable of reasonably achieving all of the (major)
project objectives..Y(C.l4.l,pCl4-3). They are, however, rejected
as they are not the Proponentts Preferred Project. The DEIR/S is
also deficient in its examination of alternative routes in that
it does not resolve a basic flaw in the Preferred Project which
is that most of the forecasted additional load is located east
of Reno (load centers which would best - “the more obvious sol-
ution” as the DEIR/S notes at A-20 - be served by the rejected

CPUC/BLM, P.4

alternate routes) and yet the “east-west bottle neck” which it
identifies ae a basic constraint in the system would not be
alleviated by the Pronosed Proiect and thus remains a constraint
for the imported Altu~as power~””-

GENERATION

10foci

The discussion of generation options suffers from the same
lack of systematic anayleis which flawed the discussion of
routes. llHowever,generation additions at the PrOPer locations
could provide improved service reliability to the Reno/Lake Tahoe
area....Further. if the generation addition was an inexpensive
source of power, it could diminish the benefit of access to in-
expensive power in the Pacific Northwest. However, it is un-
likely that new generation could compete with the inexpensive
sources in the Northwest since the cost per kilowatt for native
generation is expected to be substantially higher than Pacific
Northwest hydroelectrical power (P A-36).” This rejection of the
potential benefits of generation is baeed on unfounded and highly
speculative aesumptiona. These unsubstantiated assumptions re-
garding the cost and availability of Northwest power are compounded
by the failure to include any information from or analysie of the
Federal System Operation Review (SOR) EIS for the Columbia River
or any consideration of the Possibility that Northwest power is
presently oversubscribed. - .

The DEIR/S is deficient in that it does not analyze the coet/
benefit ratio of Demand Side Management (DSN) which would reflect
the direct environmental benefits of DSM or the potential for a
significant increase in energy due to expanded DSM programs. The
Sacramento Municipal Utility District, as an example, generates

1
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far more energy through DSM than does SPPCO. Nor does it examine
the cost/benefit of additional gas generation or the impact of the
Tuscarora Gas Line on generation costs.
The DEIR/S fails to give adequate consideration to the imPact of
the Pinon Pine Power Plantl rejectin9 it as an alternative as

1

l)it provides no direct access to Pacific Northwest power (alth0u9h
it could obviate the need for such access), 2)does not imProve Reno
reliability and 3)”...this project would exist whether or not the
Alturas Project is approved’’(B.3.4.4). Fort Churchill, an addi-
tional 70 NW, is likewise rejected as it would not access the o?0:6
Northwest, although it would improve reliability for Reno. Wind
energy is acknowledged as competitive and as a source of reli-
ability but is eliminated as, “...wind energy is a method of gen-
eration, not transmitting electric power” (B-65). Solar and geo-
thermal are likewise dismissed (B-66).

1
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ADDITIONAL TRANSMISSION AND GENERATION

As the DEIR/S ignores ungoing voluntary and regulatory efforts
to coordinate transmission planning it likewise fails to exam-
ine potential and likely long term impacts of the Proposed Pro-
ject on California transmissioneven though SPPCO (PSC Docket
No 93-4001) agreed that extension of Alturas transmissioncap-
ability from the Captain Jack substation to the Warner sub-
station would enhance the Alturas project, The DEIR/S also
fails to examine the consequences of the large phase shifter
to be located at Border Town and the potential it represents
for future impact on California transmission.

Although, as mentioned, the document does not examine the Sys-
ternOperation Review EIS and the real possibility that North-
west hydro power will be heavily impacted by proposed salmon
mitigations, it does note that “Najor changee in Columbia River
system operations are being considered..,(which)..,would affect
the availability of low cost hydroelectric power for SPPCO.”
If then the Proposed Project cannot deliver Northwest hydro
power, the energy source for the line would be coal-fired plants
in Wyoming and Idaho. Thus the truly disaeterous environmental
consequence of the Proposed Project would be the increased
burning of coal in.the northern rockies. And yet, the DEIR/S
fails to consider either the consequence of the loss of hydro
power as a eource to its primary goal of importing Northwest
hydro power nor the severe environmental impacts of opening the
Reno market to the additional coal-fired energy that would re-
place the unavailable hydroelectric power.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

g;:&
Sierra Club California

oOc,
30.[0

o3!?1
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c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Ste. 218

Org./CitizenGro~]Ps

Agoura Hills, California 91301 CommentSet31

Re: Comments on Draft Environmental Impact
Report/EnvironmentalImpact Statement
Sierra Pacific Power Company Alturas Transmission
Line Project

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm:

These comments on the Sierra Pacific Power Company
Alturas Transmission Line Project Draft Environmental Impact
Report/EnvironmentalImpact StaLement (“DEIR/S”)are submitted on
behalf of Green Gulch Ranch, a general partnership. Green Gulch
Ranch encompasses ap~e~a~aately 2,900 acres approximately 12 miles
nor~h of Reno, off Us. Highway 395, on the
California/Nevada border. Approximately 2,220 acreg of the ranch
are located in Sierra County, California in the area known as upper
Long Valley. The proposed transmission line will cross a portion
of this property, and the property is immediately adjacent to the
proposed Border Town Substation. The remaining approximate 680
acres of Green Gulch Ranch are located in Wa9hoe County, Nevada.

The CaliforniaEnvironmentalQuality Act (“CEQA”),Public
Reeourcee Code Section 21000 et seq., mandates that an
environmental impact report be prepared and certified before
approval by a state agency or commission of any proje:;u~hat may
have a significant effect on the environment. Res.

1
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Code S 21100(a).)i It is well established that the purpose of an
environmental impact report is to provide public agencies and the
public in general with detailed informationabout the effecte which

1 The National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. S 4321
et seq., is the federal counterpart to CEQA. (City of Davis v.
coleman, 521 F.2d 661, 678 (gth Cir. lg75); wildlife Alive v.
Chickerlng (1976) 18 Cal.3d lgo, 201.) Therefore, the commente
contained in this letter are generally applicable to the Bureau of
Land Management’s consideration of the DEIR/S pursuant to P?EPA.

Ttunmwt (9161)11-4$C0 FAX(9[61 J21.4J$S
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Ms. Judy Halligan/Mr. Peter Humm
June 2, 1995
Page 2

a proposed project is likely to have on the environment, (Public
Resources Code S5 21060.5 and 21061; Environmental Plannin9 and
Information Council v. County of El Dorado (1982) 131 Cal.App.3d
35o, 354.) The DEIR/S fang significantly short of providing the
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM)and the public with a sound and accurate document.
Contrary to the provisions of CEQA, which requires preparation of
a clear, concise document based on independent analysig, the DEIR/S
is: (1) unnecessarily cumbersome to usej (2) gaturated with
inaccurate statements; (3) based on unverified analysis by the
project proponent, Sierra Pacific Power Company (“SPPCO”); and
(4) incomplete. Specifically the DEIR/S is flawed in the following
respects: ‘J

Crucial to the CEQA mandate that avoidable significant
environmental damage be substantially lessened or avoided when
feaeible is the requirement that an environmental impact report
include a detailed statement setting forth alternatives to the
proposed project. (Public Reeources Code S 21100(a)(6); Citizen9
for Quality Growth v. City ofMt. Shasta (1988)’198 Cal.App.3d 433,
443-445.) Environmental impact reports “must produce information
efficient to permit a reasonable choice of alternatives so far as
environmental aspects are concerned,” (San Bernardino Valley
Audubon Society, Inc. v. County of San Bernardino (1984) 155
Cal,App.3d 738, 750-751) and an agency must uee reasonable
diligence to investigateproject alternatives. (Citizensof Goleta
valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564-565.)
“The key isgue is whether the selection and discussion of
alternatives fogters informed decision making and informed public
participation.“ (Guidelines for Implementation of California
Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA Guidelines”), 14 California Code
of Regulations S 15126(d)(5).)

The DEIR/S analysis of project alternative is wholly
inadequate. The DEIR/S purports to analyze eight different route
alignments. (DEIR/S at B-49; B-69-B-80.) In fact, however, each
of thege lialternatiVeS I: are within a eingle corridor and merelY
represent a minor change in the location of a gegment of the
transmission line. Moreover, all eight of the “alternatives”
provide for the construction of a substation at Border Town; the
only alternative to the.BorderTown Substation cite analyzed by the
DEIR/S is another Border Town site just to the south of the primary
site. (DEIR/S at B-80.)

Alternatives to a Border Town site were considered during
the scoping phase, but each wae eliminated. With respect to one
alternative, the DEIR/S stateg that ,Iduringthe gcoping prOCesSJ,
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several requests were made to investigate the possibility of
expanding the existing North Valley Road Substation on the north
aide of Reno to accommodate equipment planned for the proposed
Border Town Substation,” but thie alternative was eliminated
because:

Site expansion at the North Valley Road
Substation would require a large amount of cut
and fill operations. This earthwork and
additional costs of relocating existing
utilities in the expansion area would result
in costs that are estimated by SPPCO to be $8
million more than developing the Border Town
Site. For this rea~on, the alternative is
considered economically infeasible. In
addition, this alternative could also involve
significant impacts on earth reeources
(geology,soils, hydrology). Finally, cut and
fill on the hill side would be visible from
the Reno/Sparke metropolitan area and U.S.
395, imposing further visual impacts.
(DEIR/S at B-62.)

This rationale is inadequate. First, there is no explanation of
why an increase in cost of $8 million makes the alternative
economically infeasible. In addition, the estimate of $8 million
is inaccurate. Indeed, evidence submitted by SPPCO during the CPUC
hearing on a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity for
the proposed project suggests that the costs of moving the
equipment planned for the proposed Border Town Substation to the
existing North Valley Road Substation could be as little as $3
million. In a memorandum dated January 28, 1994, from Don Carson
to Roger Olack, in evidence as Exhibit DNL-R2 states:

The use of a 20 to 30 foot tier at N, Valley
Road Substation in the northward expansion
would significantlyreduce the earthwork costs
and possibly eliminate the need for relocating
nearby facilities. However, Border Town would
still be the cheaper option, by roughly
$3,000,000.

If the total project cost were increased from the estimated cost of
$120 million to $123 million (to facilitate the relocation of the
Border Town substation) the Project, according to the testimonY of
SPPCO employees, would still be cost effective. Because the DEIR/S
concludes that operation of the proposed Border Town Substation

~#JfN
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will have a significant, unmitigable environmental effect (DEIR/S
at c.13-44) and California public policy requires elimination of
such effects (Public Resources Code S 21OO2), the DEIR/S must
consider the North Valley Road Substation alternative further if it
id to be certified as adequaEe.

The rationale for elimination of this alternative is also
inadequate because it is based entirely on analysis performed by
SPPCO. In fact, the rationale for the elimination of many
alternatives to the proposed project is based solely on an analysis
by SPPCO. Inasmuch as it is the responsibility of the public
agency to use reasonable diligence to investigate project
alternatives, eliminating project alternatives based solely on an
analysie by SPPCO is inappropriate.

In Laurel Heights Improvement Assoc. of San Francisco,
Inc. v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d
376, 399-407, the California Supreme Court strongly emphasized the
requirement that an environmental impact report contain “meaningful
detail” in its analysis of alternatives. In this situation the
DEIR/S states that its analysis of transmission alternatives is
cursory because “these projects have only been preliminarily
studied by SPPCO for their technical feasibility and estimated
cost, . . .81 (DEIR/S at B-81.) However, an environmental impact o?1
report must provide meaningful detail in its analysis of
alternatives. This madate cannot be avoided because the project
proponent has conducted only preliminary studies of the
alternatives. The state agency or commission responsible for
preparation and certificationof an environmental impact report has
a duty to prepare an analysis which will permit meaningful
consideration of project alternatives and perform further studies
if necessary.z A

a Assuming that the analysis of Project alternatives
satisfied the requirements of CEQA, the analysis would still be
inadequate under NEPA. An environmental impact statement prepared
pursuant to NEpA must tldevo~e substantial trcatlllCllt1[> CaCjl

alternative considered in detail including the proposed action so
that reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.” (4O CFR 5
1502.14 (b).) The analysis of Project alternatives contained in the
DEIR/S hardly satisfies this requirement. In addition, NEPA
expressly imposes on a federal agency the duty to obtain additional
information, through original research, if required to prepare an
adequate analysis. (40 CFR 5 1502.22.)

G-411
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M additional area in which the DEIR/S is inadequate is
its discussion of growth inducing impacts. M analysis,of such
impacts is required by section 21100(a)(4) of CEQA, and it must:

Discuss the waya in which the proposed project
could foster economic or population growth, or
the constructionof additional housing, either
directly or indirectly,al~o th;i:~;;~nd;;~
environment. . .
characteristic of some projects which may
encourage and facilitateother activities that
could significantly affect the environment,
either individually or cumulatively. It must .
not be assumed that growth in the area is
necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of
little significance to the environment.

(CEQA Guidelines S 1526(g).)

The DEIR/S concludes that by providing a means to
transmit a substantial amount of additional electrical power into
SPPCO’S eervice area, the proposed project could significantly
contribute to growth in this area. (DEIR/Sat B-4.) However, with
respect to the Border Town Substation the DEIR/S statee:

If expansion does occur at the Border
Town Substation, a likely outcome would be
that the expanded facility could serve urban
growth in the North Valley area. It appears
that the action of expanding the Border Town
facilities would not stimulate growth, but
would accommodate growth planned or projected
by the local jurisdictions. Given that no
definite plane have been designed for future
facility expansion, any further identification
of impacts associated with the expaneion would
be speculative at this time. (DEIR/S at E-5.)

The fact that expanding the Border Town facilities would
,,accommodategrowth plannedor projected,:lrather than StiMUlate
growth, does not eliminate the need for the DEIR/S to assess the
growth inducing impacts of the proposed project. While an
environmental impact report need not describe in detail each and
every conceivable development scenario, it must analyze the impacts
in relation to the most probable development patterns. (Antioch v.
Pittsburgh (1986)187 Cal.App.3d 1325, 1327.) Because the proposed
project ‘could foster” population growth and the construction of
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additional housing in the North Valleys area, the DEIR/S cannot
pretend none will occur; the DEIR/S must aesume the general form,
location and amount of euch development that now seems reasonable
to anticipate and evaluate that development. (Id.)

The DEIR/S fails to provide the CPUC, BLM and the public -
in general with detailed information about the effects of the
proposed project for the additional reason that it contains many
erroneous statements of fact. As an example, the DEIR/S repeatedly
states that the proposed new transmission line “would require” a
new substation at Border Town. (DEIR/S at B-2; B-15, D-20.
However, a substation at Border Town is not “required.” All of the
primary and secondary objectives of the proposed project could be
achieved through expansion of the existing North Valley Substation
to accommodate the facilities planned for Border Town, albeit at a
greater cost.

The DEIR/S also stakes that the two alternative Border
Town Substation sites “are surrounded by commercial and industrial
zoning.u8 (DEIR/S at C.9-18.) This statement is patently wrong.
Both substation sites at Border Town are in Sierra County, and are
surrounded by areas zoned as agricultural open spaces, (Personal
communication with Julie Griffith, Planner, Sierra County Planning
Department.) Although there are two industrial sites near the
Border Town sites, both are located in Washoe County, Nevada.

The DEIR/S is also factually wrong when it etates, “the
majority of the Proposed Project (approximately 140 miles) would
travel in a general north-south direction through northeastern
California, starting a few miles northwest of the City of Alturas
to the California-Nevadastate line near Border Town, Nevada. From
Border Town, the line would travel in a southeasterly direction
until it reaches Reno, Nevada.ll (DEIR/S a;i;;3.) In fact, the
proposed route of the transmission intersects the
California/Nevadaborder near Honey Lake, more than 30 miles north
of Border Town. The transmission line reenters California
approximately,11 miles to the south of its first interception with
the California/Nevada border, and remains on the east side of
Highway 395 until it reaches Border Town. At Border Town the
tranemissiol]line crosses Ilighway395 to the west for only one
apparent reason, to enter the proposed Border Town Substation site.

An alternative route which would have maintained the
transmission line in Nevada after the first point at which it
intersect the California/Nevadaborder was not considered because
SPPCO had selected a substation site at Border Town to accommodate
its long range plans, which include future interties. (Proponent’s
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Environmental Assessment.) To adequately inform the CPUC, the ELM
and the public in general, the DEIR/S should analyze a route which JO‘?I:i“
remains in Nevada at all points south of Honey Lake.

The DEIR/S is also incomplete in several respects.
Principal among these is that it does not analyze how placement of
a substation at Border Town will affect existing land uses. This
omission ig giqnificant given that one of the two almaincomponentstg
which comprise the analysis of the propoged project’s land use
impacts is ,,identificationof the potential inconsistencies with
federal, state and local policies and regulations.” (Dt31R/sat
C.8-21.) AS indicated above, Sierra County, has zoned the area
surrounding the Border Town Substation sites as agricultural open
space. In addition, the Sierra County general plan has designated

1
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the area as agricultural open space. (Personalcommunication with
Julie Griffith, Planner, Sierra County Planning Department.)
Within these general plan and zoning designations, public utility
facilities mav be conditionally ~ermitted usee. However, ~ublic
utility facilities, particularl-y~ substation, may be incornp;tible
with the zoning classificationand the actual historical use of the
surroundingarea, ranching. This potential incompatibilitymust be
addressed by the DEIR/S, if it is to be certified as adequate. 1

The DEIR/S is incomplete for the additional reason that
it in some places refers the reader to other sections of the
document which are either non-existent or do not contain the
analysis described. For ingtance, on page C.13-68, the reader is
referred to section C.13.1.3.15and section C.13.2.6.16, neitherof
which exist. The DEIR/S, on page B-20, states “section E-3, . . .
discugses the potential for future expansions at the Border ‘l’own
Substation and the growth-inducementimplications.” However, when
the reader referg to section E-3, it stateg that the growth
inducement implicating are not analyzed because “given that no
definite plans have been designed for future facility expansion,
any further identificationof impactg associated with the expansion
would be speculative at this time.” (DEIR/S at E-5.) The DEIR
must be revised to ensure that cross-references within the document
are meaningful.

The DEIR/S also uses confusing terminology, Throughout
the document there are references to environmental effects which
are ,,adverse,but not 9iqnificant. “ (DEIR/5 at c.1-3.) Public
Resources Code Section 21068 defines “significant effect on the
environment” as “a substantial,or potentially gubgtantial adverge
change on the environment.” The DEIR/S’ uae of the “adverse, but
not significant” classificationof impacts is confusing in light of
this definition.

~al EINS, November1995
G-413

Ms. Judy llalligan/Mr.Peter Humm
June 2, 1995
Page 8

The DEIR/S in its present form is inadequate.
Significant additional analysis must be performed, particularly
with respect to project alternatives, if the document is to serve
its fundamental purpose, to provide the CPUC, the BLM and the
public in general, with detailed information about the effects
which the proposed project is likely to have on the environment,
Further, if the public is to have confidence in thig environmental
review document, it muet contain facts and independent analysis,
not just bare conclusions or opinions based on nothing other than
SPPCO’S analysis.

The CPUC’S and ELM’s consideration of these comments are
appreciated,

Sincerely,

KRONICK, MOSKOVITZ, TIEDENANN & GIRARD
A Professional Corporation

&&~ B&
THOMAS W, BIRMIk HAM
Attorneys for Green Gulch Ranch

TWB:djC
1973?9. 1

cc : Edmund T. Allen,
Richard Campbell
Jan Loverin
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Julie Halligarr~ctcr Humm
cPUC~LM
do Aspen Environmental Group
30423 CdrrwoorfStreet, Srr{tc218

Org./Citizen Groups

Comment Set 32

Agmrra Hills, CA 91301
. ... . . .

RE\CIS~u ESIDENTSONT}IEALTU
~SMISSION LINE DRA~ EWR ONMENTAL lMPA~

ORT/STATffMENT(DC*Iws)

CPUC APPLICATION NUMBER 93.11.018
DLM CASE NUMBER CACA-31406

L IDENTIFICATIONANDLocxr10f4 OF ‘rll~ BORDERTOW RESIDENTS

This Icttcr, its WCIIas mry attnchcrfcxfrihlts,constitute the wrktcn commcrrtsof the
Ourrfertmvn rcsirfcrrts on Ikc Akums Trmtsmlssinn Lhrc Drrrft Errvironmcntal Impilct

Rcporl/Statement (DEIR/S). ~c Bordcrtown rcskfcnts rcskfc just to the cast of the
Callforni@cvarfa State Iinc and the proposedtdtcrrrativcsegmentWCFG will IravcrscdIrcctlY
in from of the Bordcrtownrcskfcnts,The exactlocationof the Borrfcrtownhomesmrrfpropcr[y
ismore awrrrirtclysfcpictcdon Mlblt “A”attachedhereto. Although the Borrfcrtownrcsirfcnts
rcsirfcin WashocCounty, it hasbeenestablishedon recordduringthe proceedingsin Susanvillc,
California, that tkc Bordcrtownrcshfcntsarc Iomtcd within Long Valley which extendsacross
the Califorrri~cvada State fine.

As dcpictcdon Exhibit “A”attachedhereto, the WCFG propnscdaltcrrsadvc route will
placethe trmrsmisslnnIinc dircclly in front of Ihc Bordcrtownresidents.Specifically,the WCFG
rmrtc us proprrscd, would require the phrccmcntofrttIcastfour(4) if nol more tuwcrsconsisting
of an “H” fmmc tubularconstmctionrangingin heightof 70 to 130 feet, cquiwdcntto a builrfing
rmrgingfrom 7 to 13storiestall. Tfrc followjngIjst setsforth the mrmcsarrrfadrfrcsscsnf all the
Bordcrtownresidentsand the approximatelocationof the proposedWCFG alternativescgmcrrt
to them:

1. RayandNarrq Gcrdcs
I 300 GcrdcsAvcrruc

Sparks,Nevada 89433

Tfrc Gcrdwcs own undcvclopcdacrcagchr Borrfcrtown,Nevada. TfIc location of their
property is approximately 300 feet from the ccntcr of the proposed WCFG rmrtc and
approxhnatcly200 feet or evenIcssfrom the edgeof the WCFG proposedroute. Tfrcir property
js dcsigrratcdas No. 1 on Exhibit “N’.

I

2. Edward, Barbara and Ryan West
1460 BordcrtownDrive
Rcno, Nevada 89506

The ccntcr of the proposedWCFG altcmativc route is approximately400 feet
from the West rcsidcncc. It is cslimnlcdthat the ccrrtcrof the WCFG proposed
route is icss than 300 feet from there property Iinc. Tfrc edge of the WCFG
proposed toutc alternative is approxhnatclyzoo feet or ICSSfrom the property
Iinc. Tfrc West rcsidcnccis dcsigrratcdas No. 2 on =hiblt “B”.

3. Earl and Qntltia Dranham
1400 BordcrtrrwnDrive
Rcno, Nevada 89506

The ccntcr of the proposedWFCG alternativerorrtcis approxhnatcly400 feet from the
Branham rcsidcncc. The Brarrhamproperty Ihrc is approxfm:!tcly300 feet from the ccntcr of
the WCFG proposedrouteandICSthan300feetfromtheedgeoftheWCFG proposedrorrtc,
The Branham rcsidcnccis dcsigrratcdas No. 3 mr ~hibit “A”.

4. Connie Van Dykc
5 Sierra View Road
Rcno, Nevada 89506

Ms. Van Dykc’srcsldcncc js approtimatcly 500 feet from the ccntcr of (IIC
WCFG altcmativc route. Her oroncrtv Iinc is arrrsroximatclv300 feet, or less,
from the dlstanccof the ccntcr ;f (hc WCFG ro~[c and Icss~llan300 ~ct from
the edge of the WCFG route. The Van Dykc rcsidcnccis dcsigrratcdas No. 4
on Exhibit “A”.

5. Jeff & Terri Bund
10 Slcrra Vlcw Road
Rcno, Nevada 89506

The Bnrrd rcsidcnccis Iocatcd approximately900 feet from the ccn!cr of the
WCFG route. Their propertyIinc isapproxfmutcly600 feet from the crfgcof the
WCFG alrcmatlve. The Bond rcsidcnccis dcsigrratcdas No. 5 on fihfbft “A”.

o
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6. ~rcc Rentals:Propertyowncrfby Larry Evans

Although Mr. Evans doca not residein Bordcrtown, hc owns three rcsidcnccs
whicharc currentlyrented. Tbcscrcsidcnccswouldbc Iomtcd approximatelythe
same distmrccsfrom the WCFG altcmativc as the Bond property. The Evans
propcrlics arc designatedas No. 6 on ~ibit “A”.

7. Edward & Kath~n Silva
20 Sierra ViewRoad
Rcno, Nevada 89506

Tfrc Sllva rcsidcnccwjll bc locatedapprotimatcly800 feet from the ccntcr of the
WCFG route. The property Ilnc Is Iomtcd approximately600 feet from the
ccrrtcr of the WCFG rotrtc and approtimatcly 500 feet from the edge of the
WCFG route. The Silva rcsidcnccIsdcalgnatcdas No, 7 on Exhibit “A”.

8. Chris & PmnclaPage
24 Slcrra Vlcw Road
Rcno, Nevada 89506

Tbc distance of the Page rcsldcnccand property from Ihc WCFG rmrtc Is
essentiallythe same as the Silva property. The Page rcshfcnccis dcaigmstcd8s
No. 8 on Wbibh “A”.

9. Lco and Janet Whcallcy
28 Slcrra View Road
Rcnrr, Ncvurfa 89506

Tbc location of ~hcWhcmlcyrcsldcnccand property Ihrc to the WCFG route Is
approxbnatclytbc sameas that of the Pageproperty. ‘HIC Whcatlcy rcsidcncc
is dcaignatcdaa No. 9 on Exhibit “A”,

100 CharlesParrollo
36 Slcrra View Road
Rcno, Ncvarfa 89506

Mr. Parrotto’s rcsldcnccmrd property Ihrc is approtimatcly the aamc dlstancc
from the WCFG route aslhc PageProperty, The Paro!to rcsidcnccisdcslgnntcd
as No. 10 on Exhibit “A”.

Il. Edward nmt P:llrici:iAIWICIXOII
25 Slcrra View Road
Rcno, Nevada 89506

Tbc distanceof the Anrfcrsonrcsidcnccwouhfbc h~GItcdapproximately600 feet
from the center of the WCFG route. Their propertyline wouldbc approximately
400 feet from the center and 3W feet from the edgeoftheWCFG rontc.The
AndersonrcsidcnccisdcslgnatcdasNo.11onMiblt“A”.

I

I

I

12. W.C & Jean Whcatlcy
15 Sicma View Road
Rcno, Nevada 89506

The Whcatlcy rcsldcnccand property Iinc would bc approximately tbc aamc
dlstanccfor Ibc WCFG rorrlcas the Andersonrcsidcnccand property Iinc. This
Whcatlcy rcsidcnccis dcsigrratcdas No. 12 on Exhibit “A”.

As rcffcctcd above,it is clearlyevident that severalof tllc propcrticaof the Bordcrtown
rcsldcrrtsarc located wlthhr 3W feet or Icss, and js some Mscs Icss than 200 feet, of the
proposed WCFG rdtcrnative route. In addition, many of the rcmairrhrgrcsidcnccsarc WCII
within 4M feet. It ia rcrdapparentthat the WCFG routeposessignificantpotential health effects
associatedwith electric nndmagnclicfichfs(EMFs). The prrspnscdheightmrdwidth of the “N”
frmnc tubular towerswould alsohavea significantvisualimpacIson [hc Borafcrlrrwnrcsidcn[s.
Moreover, if the WCFG alternativeis arfoptcd,the locationof the transmissionIioc is Iikcly tu

substantially rcducc the property vahtcs of the Borafcrtown rcsidcnls. These issueswill bc
rsddrcsscdin grcotcrdclail assetforth below,In order to mitigatethe significantputcntial hcallh
effectsresultingfrom the EMFs and the visualImpacts,the Bordcrtownresidentsarc proposing
vnriouaalternativesthat will bc discussedin greaterdetail belowwhichwould nut incrcascCOSIS
or pose any cngbrccringconccrnso

[1, UCK OF NOTICE TO UORDERTOWN RESIDEN~S

In Novcmbcrof 1993,Slcrra PacificPower(“Slcrra”)filed its applicationwith the CPUC 4
to construct rsndoperate Ibc Alturas TransmissionLine. In auordmrcc with the CPUC’S
proccdurcs,the npplimtion prwcdings were bifurcated. The need msdncccssityissueswere
addreascd in hearings in Susanvjllc, Callforrda which took plaw in May of 1995. The
cnvironmcntrdconcernswereseparatelyrrddrcssedIn the DEIR/S prcpnrcdby the Aspen Group,
and a draft was issuedamJune 21, 1994.PdortotheIssuanceofdraftreport,publlcscophl~
mcctbrgswereconductedin Susmsvillc,Alturas, and Loyal(on, California and in Rcno/Sparks,
Nevada in May of 1994. None of the Bordcrtownresidentsattendedany of the public scoping
hearings nor provldcd wrhtcn commentsbccauscnone of thcm were aware of Ihc proposed
Alturas TransmissionLhrc project.The Bordcrtownresidentsonly learned [~fthe transmission
line by happenstancesomcthncin clthcrlatc March or earlyApril secondhand from someLong
Valley residentswho residein Sierra County. As a rcsuh,the commentperiod frrr the DEIR/S
studywas cxtcmfcdby 30 daysto Jrrnc2, 1995 to providetbc Bordcrtown rcsidcntaadditional
tbnc to submit thclr comments. In addition, the Bnrafcrtownresidentshove parficipa!cd ox a
formal party in the hcarhrgshr Susanvillc,California held from May 22, to May, 25, 1995 to
addressthe need and ncccssltyissues. The paflicipatinn of the Bordcrtown rcsidcotsIn (IIC
Susimvlllchcarirrgsmilrk~d lhe first tlmc the residentspilrficil~ltcd in Ihc :)pplicmionilpprovtll

process. This iscvirfcnccdby the dmft of the DEIR/S studysinceII dots rcflcc[ that the CPUC
is iswurcof the close prt)ximity of Ihc WCFG propuscd illtCrlliltiVC ruutc to Ihc Boratcl Iown

rcsldcnts, .

3 4
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1[1, ELE~RIC AND MAGN~IC FIELD(“EhlF’)POTENTIALHEALTHRISK

TkcdraftDEIWS rcflcclsrordrefersto numerousEMF slrtdicsthat havebeen reccn!ly
conducted, It is impcmtivc to keep in mind [hat the s!udicshaveonly rcccntlybeen cmrductcd
and it may bc ncccsaV to study the effectsof EMFs on a long tcnn basis. However, it Is
equally evident that the studies raise sufficientconcernsthat EMFs coulrf have a potcnlial
harmful effect on the health of rcshfcntswhoIivcwithin a CIOSCproximityof a transmissionline
suchasthe magni!udcof the proposcrfAllurasTransmissionLine of 345 kv. Although the EMF
studiesmay not bc zsicntiflmlly crsnclusivcat this time, it is mat apparent that they raise real
and Icgitimatc fearsof thosercsidcnlsIocatcdin CIOSCproxfmityto transmissionIincs, In facl,
the draft DEIWS recognizestheseconcernsrrsrcftcctcdon Pngo15 of the ExccutivcSummmy:

In order for Ihc ProposedProject,or mrytransmissionor generationalternative,
to irnprovc scrvicc reliability into the Rcno/Lake Tahoe area, connection to
SPPCO’SNorth Valley Road Substationwould be required. This need is bascrf
on cxisthrgIhnilatlons of the Tra~to-North Valley mnncctions and projcctcd
load incrcascsin the Rcnohkc Tahoe nrca. For eachTransmissionAkcrnntivc
idcntifknf in order tu awcssthe North Valley Ruad Substation,the mute would
likc[y need to crossthe scvcrclycons[raincdrapkfly growingarea of the City uf
Sparks. This growingarea isalsoIocatcdwithin theTrrrckccMeadowsAir Bnsin,
a non-attabnncntair basin for both State and Fcdcrtil and ambient air quality
standards.This routingcould rcsrdtin signiflsantpropertyrrwncrshipconstraints
mrd potentiallysignifimnt land USC,visual,and air quality Impacts. In addition,
given that the altcmatlvc would bc lravcrshrgan urban area, electric and
magnctlcfield (EMF) conccmswouldhc significant.

The ~ccutivc SunlnlnV on page35 asslatesas follows:

Wbilc there arc no regulationsIn California or Nevada that regulate EMF’s,
there arc few states that do have regulationsthat arc limiting clcc!dc arrWor
magnctlcfield exposuresat tho edgeof transmissionROWS. These regulations
limit field Icvcls of ncw lines to the same Icvcls that owrrr along ROWS of
cxlsthrgIincs. With thecxwptlonof(kcrcsldcntlalclcctdcfield standard1 kvAn
In Montmra, all configurations(cxccptthe 345 kV H-frame stnrcturc) meet the
standard. However, slnccfhc propnscdprnjcct Involvespassagenear very fcw
residentialareas,this standardmay not applicabilityto this project.

It is real evidcrrtthat the EMFconccrns arc taken into conskfcmt[onin dc[crmhshrgthe
routing of the transmissionIinc. However,the draft DEIWS is under the Imprcsslonthat very
fcw residentswould be cffcctcd and appcarzto dlwount the EMF concerns. However, it IS
intcrcslbrgto note that Sierra Pacificproposesto usc the H frame struclrrrcas rcffcctcd in Its
Environmental Assessment Report wfdch do meet standards currcnlly in place. The
acknowledgmentof the failure of the H Framestntcturcto meet current standardsshouldralsc
seriousand signifiG?rrtconccmswith adoptingthe WCFG route as proposcrf.

Although the EMF studiesthcmsclvcsmay not nccessa]ybc conchrsivc,the significant
cmrccrnshavebeenraisedand it wouldbc imprudentto discountsuchconcernson the basisthat
these sturficsare inconclusive. In fact, the easier solution would be to exercise“Prudent

5

Avoldancc”by routing the transmissionIinc to a safer distancefrom residential areas suchas
Bordcrtowrr. Tbcrcforc, asprovidedbelow, the Bordertownrcsirfcntsarc proposingalternative
routingswhich would mitigate the EMF concerns. Studieshave shown that the incldcnts of
childhood Icukcmia Incrcascswhere rcshfcrrtialneighborhoodsarc Iocatcd near voltage Iincs
from anyvhcrc from 345 kv to 700 kv. Tfrc incidcnccof adult brain tumors also incrcascsin
residential neighborhoodsIocatcd near similar transmissionIincs. There arc a number of
children who make up the Bordcrtown residentswhich would sfircctlyexpose thcrn to the
hrcrcascdpossibilityof attractingIcukcmia. Moreover, it shouldbc noted that the only awcss
road to and from the Bordcrtownresidentsis a dirt road that runsparallel and directly next to
the trmrsmissionIinc. -

v. WSUALIMPACTANDADWRSEEFFECT ON PROPERIW VALUES OF THE
DORDERTOWN RESIDENTS

It is also real apparent that hr the draft DEIR/S, another factor taken into serious
considcmtionis the potential visual Impaclsof the routing of the proposedtransmissionIinc.
In fact, as rcflcctcd on page 9 of the Excativc Summary,the BLM rccornmcndedaltcmativc
scgnrcntESVA tu mltigatc significantvisunlImp!cts in SccrctVnllcy along U.S. 395 in the ~lc
Rdch Rest Stop. In addition,rdtcrnntivcscgrncntsS mrdU where proposcrfto nvoidvisual ilnd
land use ImpactsIn bsscn and the RcdRocksarea,

It js interestingto note th:lt on pngc42 uf the ExccutivcSrrmmmy, tht conclusionis
reached that segmentWCFG from WN05 to WN08 would result In significant, unnritlgablc
visualImpacts,but the rcmahrdcrof rrltcrnativcsegmentWCFO would result in adversebut non-
slgnlflmnt visual Impacts.In fact, the portion of segmentWCFG form WN09 to WN1O Is the
portion of the alternative route which would run directly in frnrrt of the honrcs of the
Bordcrtown rcsidcrrls.All of the homesof the Bordcrtownsttrrcolly facewestdircclly looking
onto Long Valley locatedIn Sierra County,California. LongValley isa beautiful pristhrcvalley.
Risingaboveandbeyondthe Valley of Toiyabc National Forestand lhc Vallcycontuins the only
eastern cntrancc to Dog Valley and the Tojyabc National Forest recreational facilities.
Adopting the WCFG alternntivcasproposedwould providea significantadversevisual inrpilct
on the Bordcrtown rcsldcnts. Looking out from [heir homes,there VICWwould bc obstructed
by H Framo tubular structuresof hclghtsfrom arrywhcrcto 70 to 130 feet. Moreover, these
H Frame tubular tower structureswould bc only losatcd from a fcw hunrfrcdfeet of smnc of
the rcsldcnts. It is hard to Imaginethat any rcshtcntialarea or any area almrg the rrmtc could
have a grcntcr adversevisual impact thnn the proposedWCFG route bctwccn the pnints of
WN09 and WN1O,

In addition to the advcrscvisualimpactsnotedabuvc,cnnsidcmtionshouldalsobe taken
into awount for the adversecconomlcinrpdctthe propnscdWCFG alternative would haveon
the property of the Bordcrtownresidents. Although usnutcd abnvc,the EMF studiesmay bc
hrconchrslve,the fact remainsthn~the pcrccivcdconccmsover EMFs wnuhfsubstanthdlyrcducc
the property vahrcsof the Bordcrtuwnresidents. Again, arfoptirrgthe altcrmrtivcsproposcrfby
the Bordcrtown residentswould trdtigatcthe economicimpacton property villucs. .

6
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VI. ALTERNAT~ ROUTESPROPOSEDDYTHE DORDER~OWNRESIDENTS

Though it wouldbc the prcfcrcnccof the Brrrrfcrtrswnresidentsthat the transmissionline
not bc Iocatcd in Long Valley, the Bordcrtownresidentsproposethe adoptionof the follow$ng
altcrnativeswhich arcllsted in ordcras loprcfcrcrrcc:

1, ~lslhrcSeamentWPmW snl

The first prcfcrcnccof the Bordcrtownresidentsis the usc of the W segmentin Ilcu of
the WCFGscgnrcrrt. ~lsscglncnt would llavcthc grcatcstmitigation inrcducingthc EMF
conccmsaswcllas thcvlsual impaclsanrfpotcntinl rcductiorrhrpropcrtyvahrcs. Moreover, it
should bcnotcd that this was Slcrra Pacific’sprofroscdroutc. It isthcundcrstanding ofthc
Bnrdcrtownresidentsthat tkc WCFG was prrrpnscd by the Califrrrnlrt Dcprrrtmcnt nf Fish and
Garncduc tn the cffcctson wllctlifc. Hnwcvcr, it is the umtcrstandingof the Burdcrlown
rcshfcntsthat the Long Vrdlcy Crcckhas ncvcrcontnhrcdany fi$hot Icnst in Ihc Bordcrlown
area. Morcovcr, the hng Valley Crcckbranchcsinto acnstcrrrand wcstcrnfork. Thccastcrn
fork dots not contain any water flow and the wcstcm fork only runs for a mhrimrdpcrlod of
time, ttpproxhnatcl ythrcc(3)mnnth spcrycar.Thisyci!r thcwcstcrn fnrknfthc crcckhtlsnnly
morcwatcr lnitduc tothcsubstantiid wctwiatcr. Thcrcforc, thclmpact onwildlifcwmrldbe
minimal or nomcxfstcnt,or at Icastno different thmr the proposedWCFGsegment.

Durhrg the pmcccdingsIn Susanvillc,it shouldbc noted that Mr. Owens, the routing
cnginccrfor Sierra Pacific,testifiedthat crossingmrycrcckswould poseno urdquccnginccrfng
problcnrsorhrcrcascc onstructloncosts. Ahhough thccffcct ofwlldlifc should bctakcnhsto
consldcmtion, It nppcorsthat the overall concernsof the Bordcrtowrrrcsldcntsshould take
prcccdcncc.

2,

Thcsccond prcfcrcnccofthc Bordcrtownrcsidcrrtslsanaltcmatlvc route which for
dlwusslonpu~oscs llcrcin andwill bcdcsignatcdasWNO7. Durhsgthc hcndngshrSusanvlllc
California, discussionwashadconccmhrgrc.routhrgthe proposedtransmissionline by usageof
thccombhratlon of WCFGroutc and the Wroute. Spcciflmlly, at thcpohrt of WN07, the
transmission rotr[c wouldcontinuein a wcstcrlydircctionuntil k intcrscctcdwiththe W scgrncnt
r()utcand !ltcncontinuc lntothc BordctiownSubstation.Amrrpdcsignathrgthcproposcsfroutc
is attached hereto os ~hibk “B”. Mr. Owcns~cstificd durhrgcross.cxrmrhratkrn that this
nltcrnativc route would not pose any unlquc cnghrccringproblems, nor would It hrcrcasc
cmrstmcfioncosts. In fact, Mr. Owcnstcstificdtllatcnch anglcpoint costsbctwccn$56,~.W
and $68,000,W. Rc-routing the Iinc as proposed would cnulrf most Iikcly in fact save
cmrstmctionCOS(Sbycliminatinganglc points. In additinn, this route would Imvc a nominal
impact on the Long Valley residentsbut wouldprovidesufficientdistanceto miti~ltc the EMF
concerns,the visual impact and the potential impact on propcrtyvahrcsof the Bordcrtown
residents.

Tfrc third prcfcrcrtw of the Bnrdcrtownrcsldcntswould bc the adoption of the WN09
segmentIdcrrtificdon thcnrtipattachccf hcrctoas ~hibh’’C”. This rmrtcwmrld again utlllzc

acombhration ofthcproposcd \VCFGand the Wr(>utc. This routcwouldconlaina WCFG
route from WN05to WN09. From WN09thc transmixlon muchlikcthc WN07proposal would
traverse inawcstcrly direction until itintcmcctcd with thcproposcd Wscgmcnt. Frornthc
point whcrcit intersectswith the Wscgrncnt itwillcontinuc along thcofiginal Wscgrncnt
proposallntothc Bordcrto\vnSubstation. Again, tfdsrnutcwnuld havcant~minal orlit[lccffcct
on the Long Valley residentsand would substantiallymitigate lhc EMF conccms,visual impact,
and propcflyvahrc cffcctson the Bordcrtownrcsidcrrts.

~is proposed rdtcmativc was rrrrt discussedduring the proceedings in Susanvillc,
California. Howcvcr, bascdon thcprcvious testimonyof Mr. Owens, itisunlikcly that this
proposed alternative would pose mry unique cnghrccringproblems or Incrcasc any of the
constructingcosts. .

VII. WENrSOF’~llED ORl)llR~OWRESll)~N~s

Enclosedand attachedhcrc!o arc the individualcmnmcntsof the Bordcrtown rcsidcrrls
Identified as ~hihh “D”.

The Bordcrtown residentshave offered reasonableand viable alternatives to rc-direct
the routing usingthe crdstingW segmentor rc-direct the routingby usinga combination of the
W and WCFG segments to substantially mitigate the potential adverse impncts rrrr the
Bordcrtown rcsldcntswith a nominal orlhtlccffccton the Long Vrrllcy residentslocatccfin
Sierra County, Califorrrla. ~caltcrnativcsthat tllc Bnrdcrto\vnrcsldcntsprop()scalsotnkc into
considerationthcconccrnsby[hc California Dcpartlncnt of Hsl]and GaltIing. Thcrcfnrc, thcrc
appears no reason why the adoption of any of the proposed alternatives suggestedby !hc
Bordcrtown rcsldcntswouldnot bcasatisfaclo~ resolutiontothcpotcntial advcrschnpactmr
the Bordcrtown rcsidcnls.

RespectfullySubmitted this~ day of June, 1995.

Mm
Steven F. Bus, Esq.

Attnrncy fnr Ihc
Bordcrtown Residents
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Dra@EIWS CommentSheet
Reposed Mw ~lon Lho
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z~: ~
Phone: B~ CaseNo.: CACA-314M
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Please etiher deposti th& sheet at the sire-in table before you leave tohy, or foti, sed and

&by May 3, 1995. Inseti end sheets Uneeded. ‘
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DraflEIWS CommentSheet
RoYsti Mm T~sloss Me

Nnssse:
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Ad&: ~&x~w
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/

city: #&, ‘z
CPUCAppUmtionNo.: 93-1la18 BW CaseNo.: CACA-314M
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Please etiher deposti this sheet at the simin tile beforeyou leave totiy, or fo~, seal and

&by May 3, 1995. Insert and sheets Vneeded. .
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DrafiEIWS CommentSheet
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DraflEIWS CommentSheet
Proped Mh ~ion tie

Nmc: DA Rfl ARA tik”~~

~ation:

Ad&: J~[ Bo R o ~“firo ~d DR #

city: u Etio” Mti Skte: m: P9 co 6
Phone: J702) 972” ~k 34 CPUCAppUmtionNo,: 93.11418 BW CmeNo,: CACA-314M

Please efiherdeposti this sheet at the si~in tile before you leave today, or foti, sed and

W by May 3, 1995. Znsert&o&sheets Uneeded. ‘
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DraflEIWS CommentSheet
Pro~ed At- ~lon tie

Nmo: I,@o h l~at.lpy

-ntton:

Ad* 28 d.

Clb: Ren sts~e:r~ ~: 89506

Phone:_ CPUC AppUmttOnNo.: 93-11418B~ C~e No.: CACA-314M

:iei=:-setcy

health problems, short & lon term

im~act on wat source

d

rovidinq a corridor for pipelines & other construction

visual imnact loss of serenitv & beaut of the vane

impact on recreational use

Please efiher deposti th& sheet at the siwin table beforeyou leave tow, or foU, sed and

tiby May3,1995. Znsert&ondsheets Vneeded. .
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hfay17, 1996

June Hall lgan/Peter Humm
CPUC/BLh!
010 Aspen Environmental
30423 CanWood St., Suite 218
Agoura Hllla, CA 91301

REI Alturas Intertle
CPUC #93-11-018
BLAI #CACA 31406

Org,/CitizenGroups

CommentSet33

Dear Sirs,

The DEIR provided by Aspen Environmental falla to addresa the
oumulatlve Impeots of off alte mltlgatlon. Property that
would bo set aelde for e apeolee due to lost habitat reaultlng
from this ProJeot wIII be ahanged In It’s own way, resultlng
In a oumulatlve Ioaa of another type of habitat. You oannot
“make up” habitat out of thin alrl Lost habltet Is lost
habitat. Loet habitat In a rural , relatively untouohed area
Is a orlme and should not be allowed to happen. I oertalnly
hope the California Department of Flab and Qame wIII not
prostitute our resouroea for their personal gain of department
Job aeourlty and new property.

hfodoc County la the most untouohed erea of California. Please
don’t mess It UPI

1“ >

=31 N. Utiti<+. SPORTS HUT
o\bl%, Q.sbl.\ 231N. MAIN

U.S. Forest Servloe ALTURASCAWIOIOC1
U.S. Department of Fish and Game
Bureau of Land h!anagement, Alturas Brenoh

WI EIWS, November 199S
G-425
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Org./Citizen Groups
Comment Set 34

[Non-Profit Organization)

LONO VALLEY IS LOCATED 20 MILES lfORTH OF RENO OFF HIGHWAY395.
SIERRAPACIFICPOWER COMPANY,C#}IFORNIAPUBLIC UTILITIESCOhlhiISSION,
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEKIENTAND CALIFORNIA WILDLIFE FISliAND OAME
PLAN TO DRINO A 6 ACRE SUBSTATION WITH 345,000 VOLT, 130 FOOT TALL
TOWERS TO THIS VALLEY.

1

VALLEY. .

TliIS ACCESS ROAD IS USED BY APPROXIMATELY 35,000 PEOPLE PER YEAR.
USUAOE INCLUDES DIRT BIKES, ATV’S, liORSEBACK RIDING, MOUNTAIN BIKE
RIDERS, HIKERS, CAMPERS, FISHING, ROCKHOUNDS AND PICNICINO.

THE LINE WILL BE ADJACENT TO SIERRA COUNTY ROAD 570 WHICli 1S THE ONLY
DIRECT ACCESS FROM TliE EAST TO TOIYABE NATIONAL FOREST AND DOO

o
:45

THE NATURAL INTEGRITY OF THIS VALLEY WILL EE SEVERLY COh{PROMISED
THIS SUBSTATION IS ALLOWED.

WE, THE UNDERSIGNED, OBJECT TO TIiE BORDERTO\VN SUBSTATION AND THE
345,000 VOLT TRANSMISSION LINE IN LONO VALLEY:

<..

7

----- a------------lL -------------------------------------------------------- L&l

t-

,
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~Iecte~ Official

Comment Set 1

May 11, 1995

The Honorable Jesse J. Knight, Jr.
commissioner
Public Utilities Commission
595 Van ?!0ssr..:cnue
San FranCi8C0, CA 94102

Doer Commissioner Knight:

Last year we wrote to the Commission through Commissioner .
Shumway to express our etrong support for the Alturas Eleotric
Itertie Project being propoeed by Sierra Pacific Power Company.
At the time, Commissioner Shumway indicated he would keep ue
informed about the progress on the permitting proceee for the
line. Since Commissioner Shumway has left the CPUC, we want to
make it clear that we still support the Projectns construction in
California.

our continuing interest in the project is the result of our
review of the intertie proposal and the conclusion that it
provides significant benefits to northeastern California. In
addition to significant tax benefits to the state and local
governments along the proposed California route, the line will
provide important economic benefits for the region in the form of
access to lower cost energy eupplies generated in the Northweet
and possible access to fiber optic telecommunications services.

The line will benefit moru tha!l40,000 direct cdlifO~n~&

customers of Sierra Pacific in the region. The intertie also
will allow transmission access to more than 9,200 Lassen
Municipal Utility Dietrict (MUD) custcmers, 7,400 Truckee-
Donner Public Utility District customers and 5,:;;h~;tomers of
the Plumae-Sierra Rural Electric Cooperative.
construction of thie line, the region would be economically
disadvantaged. If the line ie constructed ueing the so-called
#gNevadaroute,aaboth MUD and plumas-sierra will be denied ths

economic benefits the transmission line will provide.

~al EIWS, November 1995
G-429

The lionorable
May 11, 1995
Page 2

Jesse J. Knight, Jr.

We will rely on your office to
on this important project.

cca

keep ue informed of progress

I Sincerely,

Member of Congress ,j

,~

@mber of congress

Richard J, Careaga, AH, CPUC

<:~~~lllgan,Peter Numrn

CIO Aepen Environmental Group
30423 canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura l{ille,CA 91301
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United States
Department of
Agriculture

Natural Resources 5301 bn Iey Lane
Conservation
Service

Bldg. F ~mte 201
Reno, ~ 89511

IIconlqqlitlllellttoQuality”

March8, 1995

ViolaStrong
Aspen Environmental Group
30423 CrknwoodStreet

Public Agency

Suite 218 Comment Set 1

Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Dear Ms. Strong:

I mn sending you this copy of the EvaNsCreek WaterslJedPlatl aad @/lv/ro/tr/le//td
AssessNtelJt,August, 1994 for considerationin your planning of the electric
transmission”line from Alturas to Rcno. 1

Jo
Specifically, your proposed route ~ppearsto be in the vicinity of the pool nrea for our !$
flood control dam and the site for clay materials which we need for construction of the
dam (see map inside back cover of report), This is the only suitable clay material
wilhin an economicaldistance of the dmnsitc, This may or may not be n conflict, but
should be considered.

I hope this information is helpful, I am looking forward to receiving the executive
summary and maps of your projecl, For additional information, please contact meat
(702) 784-5863.

Sincerely,

F- 0,
JAMES D. LOUTHAN
Program Planning Coordinator

Enclosure

cc: John Capurro, Resource Area Conservationist, NRCS, Reno, NV .

Ml EIWS, November 1995 d -431
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County of Modoc
Road Department and JONN G. PEDERSEN

~’

ALmMS, CALIFORNIA 96101
(916) 233.M03 OffiCC

(916) 233-3132FAX

March30, 1995

-.. .—
hlICIIEL KIPLYBAROMC.”nvs”nr)vt

Public Agency
Comment Set 2

JulieHalligmrlPcterHumm, CPUC~LM RR:CUPC Applicnlionl193-11-018

CIOAspenEnvironmcntnlGroup US BLM ApplicationCACA-31406

30423CnnwondStreet,Suilc2]8
AgmlrilHilts,CA 91301

Dcur Mrs. Hnlligmr nnrf Mr.Humns:

Enclosedis n copy of the MorfocCountyRoad Departments commcrstsmade to the
Modoc County PhuudngDcparlmcnlfor lhe Sicrm Pncific Power Company Alturns
TransmissionLine Project.

[f yell hnvcnnyquestionsplcnsccall Michncl MacdomdrtUI(916) 233-64 I I,

Sinccrcly,

Mijhncl L. Macdon;ld
DcpuIyRoadcommissioner

Eaclosurcs

fiP!!1>1.&

I

I

I

@

.
. .

. .

. .

County of Modoc
Road Department and

Public Works Department
~02w. 4111S~EW

ALmRAS, CALIFORNIA 96101
(916) 233.M03 OffiCC

(916) 233.3132 FAX

JO:IN G. PEDERSEN
B@ ti~w

hflcilm L MA-MU
D,,”v R& Co-u, fo.,t

RIcllAwR.lllR08 w10us
Otp.o O,,,rtOtP”w<rWolu

b!!ctlMLNPLYBARGER
C“”aqsun,, “,

March 29,1996

Modoc County Planning Commission
202 West Fourth Street
Mturas CA 96101

Attention:Scottl{essler

The Modoc County Road Department hue completed the review of the draft
Environmental Impact Repor~nvironmental Impact Statement (EI~IS) on the
Mturae Transmission Line Project propoged by Sierra Pacific Power Company.

On the basic of the information provided by the Planning Department the
following comments are offered for inclusion.

1. Table C.12-1, Roadways Potentially ~ected by Proposed Transmission
Line, on pago C.12-2 should include County Road # 138 on the list. This road
is an oxtengion of Fourth Street in the City of Nturas and begins at tho city
limits rsnd runs to the enrf (0.42mileg) and accesseg the Stating ~ea, ,

I

10

PA.
2.1

2, Section C.12-1, Applicable Regulation, Plans, and Standards, states thrrt
it is necesgary for the applicant antior construction contractor to obtain
encroachment permits or similar agreements from the agency affected, for

I

roade that will be crossed by the transmission line ae well as any parallel PA,
oroads for which construction activities would occur within or require the use 2-2

of road right of ways. Thie procedure ig rrcceptsrble and ehnll be accomplished
well in advance of the start of construction. Permanent access off County
Roads to be used for future maintenance will also require an encroachment
permit.

3. Section C.12.2-1, Definition and Use of Significance Criteria, the eleventh
(llth) bullet states “h increaye in roadway wear in the vicinity of the
construction zone would occur ae a result of heavy truck or construction

1

0equipment movements, regulting in noticeable pavement or roadway msrface ~~
deterioration”. The potential for thig condition to occur is real. Many of the -
County Roads were not designed to accommodate heavy truck trafic. The
cundition is listed ae a significant impact but ig not addressed in the



..

.

PART G, COMME~S

JoMitigating Meaeures. Request that Sierra Pacific proposes a method of ~~
mitigating thfe impact.

4. On page C.12-13, Mitigation Measure T-2, the eecond sentence states,

1.“Detours including alternate lane routing, ehall be coordinated at least 72- PA.

o
hours in advance of construction and shall be approved by the appropriate z-4
county sheriff, etate highway patrols, and state transportation agencies:’
Include local transportation agencies (City and County).

5. The section covering, Increa9cd Traffic Volumes, on page C.12-15 hag

1County Road # 73 listed ag the primary accegg route to the Mturag PAoSubstation Devils Garden site. This road hag a higtory of wagh boarding 2.$
under heavy loads, which will require frequent watering and blading. Sierra
Pacific will need to mitigate this condition.

To facilitate appropriate etaflscheduling for permitting, a timelina of project
milestone events ie requested. A final drafi EI~IS is requested prior to adoption,

If you have any questione regarding the above comments, please call Mike
Macdonald at 916-233-6411.

Sincerely,

<Lhe~
John . Pedereen
Public Works Director/ Road Commissioner

cc: Julie Halligtietcr Humm, CPUC~LM

JGP.hlL\l:mlm

-2-

~al EIWS, November 199S
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S7A1E OF CAL1l ORW . CAU1 ORNA WIRON}I EWAL Wm[~lON ACINCY PnE WMN. Grtrnor

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD -
LAHONTAN REGION
1092LAKE TAIIOS nOU1.CVARD
SOUrll I.AK!: TAIIOF. CA1.lrORNIA 961S0 I(lri I ;. ,11, f ‘ 1::..j
(916) 342-$400 FAX (916) $44.2271

April 13, 1995

JrdicHaliigan
Crdifornia Public Ulililics Commission
c/o As~en EnvironmentalGrotrrs
30423 Canwood Street, suite2i8
Agoura Hills, CA 96118

Public Agency
Comment Set 4

Dear Ms. Halligan:

COMMENTS ON DRA~ ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT/ENVIRON~NTAL ~PACT STATE~NT FOR THE ALTURAS
TRANSMISSION LfNE PRO~CT, LASSEN COUNTY, CPUC APPLICATION NO,
93.11-018, BLM APPLICATION NO. CACA-31406, SCH# 94042001

TIIC hhonlan RC6iOflal Walcr Quality Control Board (Rcglonal Board) has rcccivcda rcqttest
for commentson the draft environmentalimpactreport/statcmctrt(DEIR) for the above
rcfcrcnccrt project. Thatdr you for giving us this opportunityto commcrrton Ihc project
proposal.

lhc Regional Board is a responsibleagencyunder Ihc California EnvironmentalQuality Act.
The Rc6ionai Board will consider jssuin6a National Polhrlion Dischar6c Elimination Syslcm

(NPDES) Individual Stonnwa!cr Perrrsh for ConstnrctlonActivhlcs and a waiver of
ccttification under Section401 of Ihc Clean Water ACI.

ProJcct Dcscriptlon

We understandtbal the projectconsists of constructing an overhead eleclric puwer
transmissionIinc from Alttsras,California to Reno, Nevada. The proposedtransmissionline
route is approximately 164 miles long. Approximately 100 miles of Ihc transmissionline is
proposedto be constnrctcdin the bhonlan Region, all of which is Iocatcdin bssen and
Sierra Counties, The Iransrnissionline basicallyparallelsHi6hway 395 from the
Mortoc/LasscnCounty border sorsIb10eastof Hcrtong. From this point, the Transmission
Iinc cn[crsNevada and then rc-entersCalifornia sorrthcastof Doyle, The transmissiontine
then follows Hi6tlway 395 soulhand r~crrlcrs Nevada near Bordcrtown. The proposed
transmissionIinc will be suspendedfrom 70-10 130-foot stnrcnrrcsspacedaboutevery 1,200
feet. Approximately 730 stnrclrrrcswitt bc required. The proposedproject wilt require
constructionof two new substationsIn California, onc northwestof Alturas and one in Sierra
Cmrmy. The proposedproJcctspansseveralperennialstreamsand many intermittent
watercoursesin the LahontanRegion. Numerouswetlandsare associatedwill] the s!rcams
and watercourses.

Fhal EWS, November 199S

.i

Altrrms DE[R/BIS comments -2-

Watcr Quality Concerns

Potcrniatcnvironmenlatimpactsonwaterquati!yduc to building and operatingthe project
includesoil erosion, lossof nalive vegctalion, increasedsurfacerunoff duc 10 impermeable
or compactedsurfaces,accessroads, ahcralion of cxislirrgwalcrcourscs,wetlandsand ground
waler, and the dischar6cof pclrolcum productsand other chemicalsto surfaceor ground
waters. Rc6ional Board staff have Ihc following concernsaboutpo!crrliatimpactson waler
quali!y from Ihc proposedproJcct.

Watercourse rrnd Drainage Protection

1!

2,

i

3.

G-435

4.

SubsectionC.7,2.2, 1, Inpuc(s OJISf/~aCe IVafer, refers [o crossing wettands alon6
proJcct segmentsA, L, W, and X, However, a rcccntwetlandsstclincationfor!hc

1
Tuscarorapipellnc indicatesthat there arc severaljurisdietionatwcltandsin the projcc[
ri6ht of way which do not correspond10the above-rcfercnccdsegnrcnts. Considering
this incmrsistcncyand the po!cn!ialfor si6niffcant impact 10cnvironmcntaltysensitive PA
areas, wc feel lhal this documcrrtis incompletewhhom a comprehensivewetlands o4.idciincationbasedon the tcgal definition of this [cnn (33 CFR 328.3) and the Amly
Corps of En6inccrs’ 1987 Wctlaad Delineation Manuat. The Final Environmental
Impact Report (FEIR) shouldincludea disctosurcon the nrnourrtof rtislrrrbanccto
waters of IhcState and a wetlandsrestorationplan for thosewetland areaswhich
cannotbc avoldcd.

Pa6c C,7-3 stalesthat Ihc projcc[ crossessevendesignated100-year floodplains. Six
of the sevendesignated100-year floodphrinsarc within (IIC Lahontanregion. An

1ahcralion of floodplain topography or vegetative cover warrants consideration bccausc PA.

of possiblehldircct impactsincludingrcmovat of specialaquatichnbitatsand stream o4.2

erosion. Mitigation nrcasurcG-11 musl bc applicrt10disturbancein IIIC dcsi6nalcd
100-year floodplainswilh respect[o restorationof lopo6raphyand vcgcta[ioa10 prc-
constnrctionconditions,

Page C.7-8 statesthat a General ConslnrclionActivity Storm Waler Permit would bc
required from Ihc Califorrda RegionalWaterQuality Corrlrol Board (Rcgionat Board)
under National PothrtionDjschargcElimination System(NPDES) regulations. The
State Water RcsourccsControl Board is responsiblefor the administrationof lhc

1
0PA.

General ConslmctionAclivily Storm Water Permit under NPDES regulations. 4.3

However, h may bc necessaryfor tbc RcgionatBoard to issuean individual NPDES
dcpendin6on the cxlcrrtof disnrrbancchr wcllands, In chhcr case, lhc Rcgionat
Board wBl bc responsiblefor rcvicwhr6 IIIC Storer Wa!cr Pollttlion PrcvcrrtlonPlan.

Pa6c C.7- 16 refers to cunnrlativcimpfic!swith respect[U [hc Tuscarora Pipeline.
However, no mcrstionis made of the cffcc[ of constructionactivities on newly
restoredareaswhere the right of way for the two projectscoincide. This comment

10
:$

appticsto both wetland and stagingarea restoration. The FE[R should address any .
agreements which have beenmade wilt] the TuscaroraCorporationwith respectto
mutual successcrheria for restorationefforts.



Alturas DEIR/EIS comments -3-

Morrltorirrg

The DEIR does not stale how often restoredareaswill be inspected/evahratcdor what=
successcriteria will be used. Successof restorationshouldbc evaluatedat leastonce
in the spring and once itsthe fall until pr~constroctionconditionsare met. A
discussionof performancegoalsand successcriteria (suchas vegetativecoverage) for
restoration efforts and the measures10bc taken if goalsarc not met shouldbc
addressedin the FEIR. .

Thank you again for allowing Regional Board staff to review (hc proposed Alluras

Transmission Line project. Staff is looking forward to working with Sierra Pncific Power
Company representatives to properly permit the project. Please senda wrilten copy of the
agency’sNotice of Determinationto bhorr!an RegionalBoard, 2092 hkc Tahoe Blvd.,
South hkc Tahoe, CA 96150, AttentionJohnL, Short. If you bavc any questions

regarding these comments or the permitting process, please contact mc at (916) 542-5436 or
Chris Adair, Waler ResourceControl Engineerat (916) 542-5433.

.Sinccrcly, ~

\ ):)\&A QQ~.. .
>John She;; P;E:_

Chief, Rcgrrlationand EnforccmcrrlUnit

cc: Regional Board Members
Robcrf Sorvaag, LassenCounty Planning
Sierra County Planning
Bill Campbell, Division of Water Quality, State Water RcsourccsControl Board
George Day, Central Valley RegionalWa[er Quality Control Board, Redding
Bob Junncll, Army Corps of Bngineers,Sacramento
California Departmentof Fish and Game, Rcdding
Fmrrk Hall and Paul Chapell, California Department of Fish and Game, Wcndel
Office of the Secretary, Federal Energy RcgrrlatoryCommission
Michael Chiriatti, Stale Clearinghouse

C\VAIJntiOlallura$ .elr

oPA.4-s
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SIERRACOUNTY
Dcp~entofPl&On~o:~~UdngInspwUon

Dowlctii;CMomia9S936
91628%3251

Fw91F28$3620

April 19, 1995

Ms. Julie Halligan
California Public Utility commission
505 Van Ness Avenue, Area 3-B .
San Francisco, CA 94102

I
PublicAgency
CommentSet5

Dear Ms. Halligan: .

Enclosed is a certified copy of Sierra County Resolution No, 95-
081, Direction For Formal Comment on Proposed Alturas Intertie
EIR/EIS. Please note Section 5 on Page 2 which requests a 30-day
extension from the California Public Utilitiee commission within
which to submit the Countyas formal written comments on the draft
EIR/EIS, Please respond as soon as poseible if this extension is
approved or not.

Thank you,

Sincerely,

SIERRA COUNTY
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Tim H. Bgals
Director

THB:jc:4/16

WI EIWS, November 1995
G-437

RECEIVEO APR 191995

BOARD OFSUPERVISORS, COUNWOFSIERRA, STATEOFCALIFORNIA

DIRECTIONS FORFORMAL )
COMMENTONPROPOSED )
ALTURAS INTERTIEEIWEIS ) RESOLUT10NN0,95.~1 .

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

A. Pursuenl 10 public notice on Merch 28, 1995, the Sierrs Counly Board of
Supervisors mel In joint session wilh the Sierra Counly Plsnning Commission for
the purpose of conducing a public hesring on the Alluras Intertie Environmental
Impacl RepoWEnvironmantsl Impacl Slalemenl vEIR/EIS).

B. Based upon public Ieslimony and documenls received for Ihe record, Ihe Board of
Supervisors makes the following PreliminsV Findings:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

There is a demonstrated need for additional aleclrical power for Ihe region
antlclpeled to be served by Ihe proposed Alluras Intertie and, consequently,
the Board does nol oppose the Alturas Intertie project.

There is strong public opposition to the portion of the proposed power line
route through Long Valley in Sierra County and the proposed Iocelion of the

“Bordertown” Substation, etso in Sierra County.

10,The EIR/EIS falls toassess allernelives lothelocalion oflhe proposed ~~
substation,

The EIR/EIS fails toadequalely evaluale alternatives tothelransmission ~~
route, 10

The EIR/EIS is defective because it fails to evaluate and provide a rational 1
basis for non-selection of seversl environmentally beneficial allernslive
routes other than through Long Vallay including

J

oPA,5.3

s. A roule within an exisling transmission mrridor within the state
of Nevada ~the Navada Altarnalive”)

b, A route east of the Peterson Rsnge.

NOW,THEREFORE, BEITRESOLVEDAS FOLLOWS:

1. The Counly of Sierra doss not objecl totha overall Alturas Intertle goals of
providing more reliable and economically beneficial sources of power,

1
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Resolution No. 95-081

2. The County of Sierra opposes Ihal portion of the proposed transmission route .

through Long Valley (wesl of Ihe Peterson Range in the Highway 395 corridor) and
objecls 10the failure of the EIR/EIS 10analysis alternative roules and to provide a

ralional basis for not selecling less environmentally sensilive alternative roules. .

3. Tha County of Sierra opposes the present silmg of Ihe proposed Bordertown
transmission substation and objacls to the failure of the EIR/EIS to idantify any
alternatives to Iha proposed “Bordarfown substation”; does not define the
substation; nor doss the documant identify cumulative andlor growth-inducing
impacts potentially rasulting from the construction of the substation.

4. The Board of Supewisors directs preparation of formal comments to the Draft
EIRIEIS.

5, The Sierra County Board of Supervisors hereby requesls a 30-day extension from
the California Pubtic Utilities Commission within Miti 10submit the County’s formal
written comments on the draft E!WEIS (through June 2, 1995).

ADOPTED by the Board of Supetisors of the County of Siarra on the 4th

day of April, 1995, by the following vote

AYES: Supervisors McIntosh, Luchessf, Oowlfrrg. Hhftl@Y

NOES: supervisorMcCaffreY

ABSTAIN: ‘one
ABSENT: None

cOUNW OF SIERRA

A~EST:

MA
CL ARD

L148SC26.RES44951141

2

APPROVED AS~ORM:

oPA,5-4

0PA.5.s

L

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, CO~Y OF SIERRA, STATE OF CALIFO~IA -

IN THE ~TTER OF )
THE ALTURAS INTERTIE ) RESOLUTION 95-026
PROPOSED PROZECT )

WWEREAS, Sierra Pacific Power Company submitted to the California
Public Utilities Commission a document entitled plturaa 345

e~n c tal sseasment
Ctober 3L and

.

WNEREAS, this submittal, in part, became the basis for the
California PUC Scope of EIR/EIS in it’s evaluation of impacts
associated with the proposed transmission line project; and

WEREAS , the preferred route as contained in the ##Proponents
Environmental Aaaessmental is in Long Valley, Sierra County which ia
an environmentally sensitive, scenic area of Sierra County with an
established residential area; and

WHEREAS, there exists an existing tranamiseion line and/or corridor
further eaet of Long Valley and within the State of Nevada that is
the most likely, environmentally appropriate location for this
proposed 345 KV line,

NOW, THEREFORE, THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF THE COUNTY OF SIERW
resolves and declares that the current, preferred location of the
proposed electric transmission corridor/line as represented in
Sierra Pacific Power Companyfs document entitled tit1 r 4 KV
Tr san mi L n ine PrO$ect-PrOpon n ~VSS’O L e ts ironment Ss s Iti8

aAt’%&:l

oPA.strongly opposed and the State of California, Public utility Sq
Commiaaion ia strongly urged to evaluate alternative routee,
especially an alignment which ia a current and approved
transmission corridor which is predominantly within the State of
Nevada and outeide of Long Valley, Sierra County, California.

~OPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sierra on the
7th day of February, 1995 by the following vote:

AYES : Supervisors McIntosh, Luche9si, McCaffrey, Bowling, Whitley
NOES: None
ABSTAIN: None
AESENT : None

ATTEST : APPROVED AS TO FORM:

c.\.,,,\oAtA\,-wm.*..,*$ q :&#*:gJ#

*

A*
.

w’ *-—.
\

,.

i
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SIERRACOUNTY
Dcpi!ficnl of Plmnlnfl and Bulldlnp InspccUun

P.0. BOXWO
Vownlevillc,Cati(omia9593G

91&28W251
Fa 9162893620

June 1, 1995

ASPEN Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street
suite 218
Agoura liills,CA 91301

Attn z Me. Julie Halligan-CPVC
Mr. Peter Humm-BLM

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm:

RE:

lim Il. heals
Itil,xlur

I

CPUCADplication 93-11-018
B~Application CACA-31406

The Sierra Countv Board of SuDervieore offere the followina
comments regardin~ the 9~w
Yransmiesi no Line Proiect-Draft mental ~

mental XmDaot Statement dated March 199 5 (hereinafter
r~ferred to as llDEIRfEIS1l).

Sierra Pacific Power Company is proposing to conetruct and operate
a 164 mile long, 345kv electric power transmission line from
Alturae to Reno, The component of the proposed project which
directly affect Sierra County include a eegment of the transmieeion
line corridor and a substation, both of which are propoeed to be
located in Long Valley, Sierra County.

The Sierra County Board of Supervisors opposes the Alturae
Transmission Project to the extent that the project propoees to
locate facilities within Long Valley in eaekern Sierra county.
Thie position ie confirmed in Board of Supervisors Resolution 95-
128 adopted Hay 16, 1995. The Board feels strongly that
alternative tranemieslon line and substation lccations exist that
would maintain the overall project ae feasible while eliminating
significant adverse impacte to Sierra County.

Sierra County is a sparsely populated rural California County which
proudly protects its resource industries including agriculture,
recreation, mineral extraction, and t~mber. The Counky has a very
effectiva land use program which has been in place since 1970 and
very specific land use and community plane have been adopted which
have established community goals and future land use patterns. The
proposed Alturae Tranemieeion project ie inconsistent with the
County General Plan, zoning regulations, and the community goals
and objectives stated for the Long Valley portion of Sierra County.

I

Ms Halligan, Mr. Humm
June 1, 1995
Page Two

The County is in the process of updating its general plan
during the course of this process,

and
the County received a specific

1
,

request from Sierra Pacific Power Company to amend ite general plan
to allow a substation designation to be applied to property in Long I

Valley (see exhibit one attached hereto). This request wae
rejected by the County for numerous reasons which will be described I

in the following paragraphs and which are the foundation for the
County~s opposition to the proposed Alturas Tranemiesion project,

The Long Valley portion of Sierra County is an extremely unique
region offering very pristine conditions, open space and pastoral
views in the agricultural valley nestled between the Sierra range
to the west and the Pederson Range to the east. There existe a
striking resemblance between Long Valley and the northern portions
of Owens Valley located in the southern Sierra region, There also
exiete a true concern that Long Valley will become to Sierra
Pacific Power Company what Owens Valley has become to the Los
Angeles Department of Water and power, Sierra Ccunty has
maintained a coneietent land use plan for Long Valley, encouraging
agricultural and open space uses as well as recreational uses. The
County and the State of California maintain a long-standing
relationship which has resulted in the State acquisition of
wildlife management areas in Long Valley for the protection of
wetlands, deer migration corridors, and critical meadow-fawning
areas in the valley floor. The visual impacts, growth inducement,
and cumulative effects resulting from the proposed Alturas
Transmission project will be significant and the DEIR/EIS fails to
evaluate these impacts.

The Sierra County Board of Supervisors has taken four (4) actions
related to this project. These actione were the result of many
public meeting-discussions which occurred before the County
Planning Commieeion and the Board of Supervisors where project
impacts were discuesed and possible mitigation was suggested.
Representatives of Sierra Pacific Power Company were preeent for
most if not all of these meetings and unfortunately the company did
nothing to effectuate a change in the project to accommodate the
County concerns. The Company asserted it wae powerless to do so in
light of the fact that the DEIR/EIS process was underway and not
under the Companyls control. The county actions were as follows:

COUnty Resolution 95-026 adopted February 7,
(atta~~edheretoae exhibit two) opposee the Long Valley eegmen~~~
the proposed Alturae Tranemiesion project.

2) County Resolution 95-081 adopted April 4, 1995 (attached
hereto as exhibit three) opposes the proposed,transmission corridor

Fkal EIWS, November 1995
G-439



PART G. COMME~S

MS lialligan, Hr. Humm
June 1, 1995
Page Three

and substation site in Long Valley and further identifies that
there exists a failure to adequately identify and analYze
alternatives which would lessen environmental effects. The
position further expresses concern over growth inducement and
cumulative issues.

3) county Resolution 95-128 adopted May 16, 1995 (attached
hereto ae exhibit four) which opposes the proposed Alturas
Transmission project as such project proposes facilitieswithin the
Long Valley area.

4) County Resolution 95-133 adopted May 31, 1995 which
authorizes and approves the filing of comments on the DEIR/EIS
consistent with prior resolutions of the Board of Supervisors.

County Resolutions 95-026 and 95-081 were entered into the CPUC/BLM
hearing record created during the April 19, 1995 public hearing
held in Loyalton. These two resolutions as well as Resolution 95-
were discussed before the administrative law Judge during the
hearinge conducted in Susenville, California in the matter of
Sierra Pacific Power Company!s application for a certificate of
public convenience and necessity (CPUC Application 93-11-018).

The Board of Supervisors in ite review of the DEIR/EIS finds that
there exist key areas of the document which are inadequate, lacking
in information and analysis, and containing flaws which do not
adequately identify impacte reeulting from the proposed project.
These key areas include:

1) The proposed project is inconsistent with the County
General Plan and zoning ordinances. The General Forest and
Agricultural designation applicable to the Long Valley area are
not compatible for transmission corridors. Further, the site of

1
0the substation which was the specific request of Sierra Pacific ~~

Power Company to be designated an alternative land use was found to .
be incompatible with the General Plan and was rejected. The
document fails to recognize the County land use plans, their
respective designation, and relative iseues of compatibilitywith
the proposed project.

2) The proposed project will significantly affect the land
use goals of the County relative to Long Valley. The existing miX
of agricultural wildlife management large lot

1
residential uees, a~de~~eexistence of proposed, m“a?os~recreational PA.oopportunities have not been adequately evaluated and the resultant S.E
impacts to these uses from the proposed Alturas project are not
adequately stated. The visual and aesthetic impacts alone are
significant and adverse.

Ms. Halligan,
June 1, 1995
Page Four

3) The

Mr. Humm

alternatives in the DEIR/EIS regardina tranemissior–-
are oniy minor variation of the same route or alternative. This
level of alternative review does not satisfy the NEPA and CEQA
obligation to consider a full range of feasible alternative.

For example, there exiets a llNevadaAlternativetiwhich would occupy
an existing transmission corridor located within the State of
Nevada; would eliminate the Long Valley transmission segment; and
which has superior qualities (less environmentally sensitive,
existing corridor, etc). The ItNevada Alternatively is even
recommended by the State Department of Fish and Game (see letter
dated August 29, 1994 attached hereto as exhibit 5). On page B-83
and 84 of the DEIR/EIS it is mentioned that the 230 mile ‘vNevada
Route” may have the potential environmental advantage of passing
through areas that may be less seneitive than that of the proposed
Long Valley rOUte. A stated negative to the ‘iNevadaAlternative$l
is the fact that the route ie subject to existing land use
constraints within the City of Sparks and the City of Reno. Why
then can one alternative be discounted due to land uee constraints
in Nevada (which are highly questionable) and then the very came
land use constraints identified in Long Valley and administered by
Sierra county are ignored or discounted? on Page C14-4 a few more
tenuous arguments are put forth against the #’NevadaAlternativetl
yet there is no supporting data. This puts under question the
velidity of discounting this alternative.

All comments directed towards the several alternative routes are
subject to question based on the paragraphs found on Page D-13 of
the DEIR/EIS. It states in part ‘lThisevaluation was conducted to
provide information on the possible options available to SPPCO in
the event that the linottproject alternative is deemed preferable.
Since these alternatives have only been preliminary studies by
SPPCO, no site-epecific information ie available. Thereforet the
evaluation of these alternatives in section C-14 ie limited to
qualitative asseeement.fi

Finally, the quality of the discussion of alternatives in the
DEIR/EIS can beet be described by referring to the prepared direct
teetimony of Mr. Roger Olack, Project Manager for the Alturae
Intertie Project for Sierra Pacific Power Company. The direct
testimony is that which was offered before the CPUC in the hearings
to determine public need and convenience for the proposed Alturas
Project. Portions of Mr. Olackls direct testimony are attached
hereto as exhibit six. It indicatee that a study commissioned by
SPPCO by ~1 Consultants to produce constraints and a siting study
for inclusion in the applicants PEA (Preliminary Environmental
Assessment which ultimately was used by CPUC as an initial study)

oPA.
5.9

I
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Ms. Halligan, Hr. Humm
June 1, 1995
Page Five

and which addresses powerline citing wae Itbaeedentirely upon
exieting informetionl!(Page 1 of Olack direct teetimony lines 37-
45). Further, Oleckie direct testimony on Page 2, lines 42-45 and
Page 3, linee 1-8 attached hereto as exhibit 7 qualify the
development of alternative. The direct teetimony states II
Sierrats preferred alternative and the eeven other alternatives
were designated in the PEA to satisfy a portion of the permitting
requirement of the CPUC. The PEA was not intended to portray all
of the comprehensive etudiee required for compliance with NEPA and
CEQAt!. Therefore, how can the CPUC rely on the PEA ae an initial
study and thus allow it to become the basic for the discussion of
alternative in the DEIR/EIS when by Sierrate own admission it ie
clear that the study or analysie of alternatives was severely
limited to exieting information and was only eubmitted to satisfy
CPUC application requirement, The discussion of transmission
alternatives is very weak; directed only at minor variation of the
preferred route; and offere no basis for not considering other
feasible routes, outside of Long Valley ae is best represented by
the discounting of the ‘tNevadaAlternatively.

4) The DEIR/EIS on pages A-28 offers a viable alternative to
eatiefy the primary goal of the project-that being ~
-cem ent, The i~sntified alternative would be oonetruction or
upgrading of additional transmission lines. The DEIR/EIS states II
A 120 KV line from eaet Traoy Substation to Silver Lake Substation
would alleviate overload contingency and coet 9 million dollars.
A 345 KV line from East Tracy to Silver Lake would aleo solve the
problem for 24 million dollars. These llnee would also satisfy the
need for additional eervice into North Valley. }ioweverthese
transmission facility additions would not increase the import
capacity of the SPPCO syetem, nor would they provide additional
access to the Pacific Northwest power market.tl Sierra County and
Long Valley ehould not ba required to accept the preferred project
in Long Valley and accept its associated significant, environmental
impacts eimply because SPPCO wishee to improve ite economic well-
being by discounting or avoiding consideration of more feaeible
alternative. J

5) The DEIR/EIS on Page C 14-3 presents an additional
alternative involving Tracy-Silver Lake and collectively with
Midpoint-Carlin-Valmy/Burns-Oreanaalternativee.On Page C 14-4
additional statements are offered which satisfy primary project
objective. Then on page C 14-10 extremely vague and weak

1
0iiiargumente are offered to diecount and eliminate another vary

feasible alternative from being considered which would avoid the
Long Valley area of Sierra County.The CPUC and BLM should not
accept this argument and should cauee a complete re-evaluation of
theee transmission alternative. i

i
1

Ms. Halligan, Mr. ~umm
June 1, 1995
Page Six

6) The DEIR/EIS offers no alternatives to the Bordertown
substation site in Long Valley. The proposed Hilltop substation
analyzed four alternatives yet no alternative eltes were even
considered for the Bordertown substation. It is important to
understand that SPPCO acquired a 176 acre parcel in 1990 (three
yeare prior to filing the PEA and application for Public
Convenience and Neceeeity) and when it wae discovered in 1994 that
the parcel was part of a residential subdivision containing etrict
Covenante, conditions, and Restrictions (recordedin Sierra County)
the applicant quickly initiated negotiations with BLM to consider
a contiguous parcel to the North. Thie BLM parcel is now the
preferred Borderkown substation cite. The appearance as well as
the complete lack of alternative to the Bordertown substation
indicates that the entire project may have been designed around
constructing the Bordertown substation and bringing transmission
corridors into this cite. This could explain the resistance to
considering any other transmission or substation alternative by
SPPCO. However, theCPUC and B~ as co-lead agenciee under CEQA
and NEPA, respectively must coneider a full range of feasible
alternatives to the project. Where, then is the full range of
feasible alternatives to the Bordertown substation? Where is the
alternative that euggests no substation at Long Valley? Where ie
the alternative to expand the existing North Valley substation
to serve in place of the Bordertown eubetation?

7, Further concern exists with the DEIR/EIS over potential
cumulative impacts and growth inducement when one eeparates the
two, key project goals: 1) reliability enhancement; and, 2)
expanding import and export c:~;;ility. Service reliability
enhancement may be gained less expeneive and lese
environmentally sensitive alternatives. California usere only
represent 8% of the SPPCO eystem. The proposed project appeare to
be more of a project to import/export, which preeente sign~h~~:
cumulative effecte and potential growth inducing impacts.
evidenced by the potential of linking onto the proposed Alturas
Project by LMUD in Laseen County and Plumae Sierra RUral Electric
Cooperative, Further potential is evidenced by exhibite 8 and 9
attached hereto which confirms the diecussione between SPPCO and
TANC (Tranemiseion Agency of Northern California) regarding
connections and a possible trans-Sierra Corridor, These contacts
and possible others when combined with the intent of SPPCO to
access Pacific Northwest power eupplies indicate clear cumulative

~al EIWS, November 1995
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Ms. Halligan,
June 1, 1995
Page Seven

Mr. Humm

impacts through future wheeling of power and access to the
marketplace.

Thie failure to account for the logical expaneion of the project in
the DEIR/EIS is a strong weakness and it is the County’s position
that the project is not adequately or accurately portrayed. The
Alturae Project will be the springboard to a“larger project which
hae the potential for an expanded use or uses. The propoeed
project will become a magnet for future linke or powerlines and
thus there exists a cumulative effect which is required to be
considered.

I

oPA.5.14

8) The discussion in the DEIR/EIS on alternatives neede
significant re-evaluation and analysis. While epecific references
have been outlined above, it is the County’s position that there is
no credible analysie of the Nevada Transmission Alternative or the
Bordertown substation. Section 15126 of the CEQA guidelines
clearly specifies that there exiets a two-pronged analysis
regarding alternatives and the relative focue of alternatives is to
identify and analyze alternatives which meet the basic objectives
of the proposed project and which avoid environmental impacts of
the project. This means, for thie proposed project, that the
DEIR/EIS is not adequate in its assessment and identification of
alternatives in that there exiets no thorough and/or equal weight
analysis of alignments and substation alternatives. Further, it is
the County’s position that feasible alternatives exist that both
meet the objectives of the project and avoid the significant
environmental impacts identified if the project were to occur as
propoeed in Long Valley, Sierra county. 4

In summary, the Board of Supervisor appreciates the opportunity to
participate in the review of the DEIR/EIS and further appreciates
the time exteneion granted by CPUC and BW. The County of Sierra
continuee to offer ite deeire to meet with representatives of
SPPCO, CPUC and BW to attempt to resolve many, if not all, of the
identified concerns outlined in this letter. While the County
understands and supports the need for greater service reliability
within the SPPCO service area, it cannot eupport the significant
environmental impacts and land use incompatibilities which will
result from the proposed project if such is located within Long
Valley, Sierra County.

I

I

Me. Halligan, Mr. Humm
June 1, 1995
Page Eight

Thank you and if you have further queetions please do not heeitate
to contact me.

Sincerely,

SIERRA COUNTY
P~NNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Director

THB:jc:6/8

G- @2



November 15, lgg3

;%

R

Q ~%~

~wt~

* II

Slorre County Plartnlng Corrrmlsdon
Mlko MIIIP}, Chdrmon

fiQq IS*

c/o” Sierra County Plannlng Defrartmant .6ti@uN@$’ti6ti
Poet Offfco so% 630

D6ar Mr. Mlllar:

Ro: Draft SloIra CounW Gonorol Plan

sierra Paclflc Powor Comprmy (storm Padflc} homby fofme~lv submJts wrl~en
G0MmOnt3regarding Ihe Draft Slerfa County Gtrrtartrl Pfan. It 16our tmderetandlng~t
tha publlo oommont parlod runs through Novembar 15, 19g3, $laffa p~offfc ‘e~umti
that our comments bo trddrassed at tfrls draft afetrot Tftouo com~t$ pro~do naw
Informatlorr and %ddross our concerns with Sierra COUntt~ Gaal$t Wjictea and
Implemontetfon moaeurac In rromo of rho olemorrta of tfrodraftplant

TfIO followlng aro Slorm Paclf/c’s comnrenfs, )asuog and ooncorns:

, On Pafro A33 .Plpallnaa ond TronsmlEslon Llnos”, tho sacortd pamumph
statoe that Slorro Pac[ffa and the Socrsmanto Munldpnl Utflw D[tiot
ISMUD) “...am constructing a 346kV elactrto transmission line Intortla
titwoon tietr respective operating areas...” ~k pomgmph naeds to be
modlffed to roffect that tho pra]oct was studlad but novar corretrumed.
Slerm Paolffc’s Efmrlc Reaourco Plon filed wJth tha Publlc Saw(co
Commlsslon of Nevada (PSCNI on ~uf~ f, 7992, doos not brdudo this
project In our “proferrod plan= to maet our customer’s need Ihmugh
2011.

. S!arraPaclflc’s Electric Rosourco Plan filed July 1, 1992 with tho PSCN
and m.fflod by PSCN ordar on Afrrll 1, ?9g3. 6Mw8 thm ~o A’mms-
VallayRoad 3wkV tmnsmlsslon projaot is fntogral to our pfam W W
our cuatomars needs. Somo dlsctraslon [n tfda seotfon k neodad
regrtrdfng thl$ pro]oct as sovem} ahemothras oroaa Ihe far 00Rhea6t
comor of Slorra County. Slarre Paclffc proposes to conatruot u 34SjOW
volt elecfrfc transmlsdon Ilrte runrtfng approxlmolofY 160 mllos from
Reno, Navada northwest to Afturas, Cafifomla to COnnOOtto eXf8tfnE
BonnovlfiePawar Admhdstradon’a IBPA) facllltJas. TfrOPrOPOSSdp~Jo@
10being constructed to Increase tfro rallabfe caPacltY of gfo~a’s ‘tic

Almw.11 n..d n n n“” !nlm W“o. Nova oE20mu Tcl*n8 JoZ~,4Q~l

Fhal EIWS, November 199S
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Mlko Mlllor
Navembor 15, 1993

r, uj

Pago 2

. . ..

.

●

~~,ktem, supplyornergoncvproteodonforthoReno/LakfrTaboocustomaf
loadcenter,oonnaoc Slerru to u new market for low cost alectrfcfty, and
to havo oopachy avalloblo on tho Ilno for othor eloctrlc utllitles and
hrdopondont poworproducem, allowhrg them to tmnsportpower to tholr
systems or to their customers,

On Septembar 20, 1993, Sierra Faclffo tranomlttod to the Slofrn tiunty
Planning Dapartmant cophraof tha parffneti documents parfrdnlnff to out
Heotic Re#ourU@Plan, Since the trens~l of those docvmants, tha
Publio Sorv[co Commlsslon of Nevada on Octobar 26, 1993, Ieauod a
final order approvhtff tho Afturas 345kV Transmlsalon Llno ProJoct wlthln
tho Pfrrrr.

On November 3, 1993, Sierra Paclfirr Power ComDrrnv fifed with the
California Publfrr Utllltles Contmlsslon an ApplJcatfo~ ti” a CortlffMte of
Convertlarrco and Publfo Necass~ which includes dro Appllcatfon, tho
P(oponant’a ~vfronmantal ~asesentant {volume t) and the Appendfcea
(Volume 2/ for tfraAtims 345kV Transmhdon Lfno. A copy of tfr16
flllng has borrrrsent to tfra Storm County tiurt Clark,

B) _7. N01s0 Hom~

.

,

.

,

On pago 7-12 “Sierra Paclfla Power {SPP) substations: LOYaffOnAmen,
tho fifth sentence need to bo olarfflad end should read; ~ sound
powar IOvof.,,wae meaaured to be aporoxlmatol~ 69 to 73 dB at about
5 feet from tho tranaformors, ”

on paoo 7-4 SlarraPoolf/o dfaagraas with tho doffnltlon of tornrsi The
follow!rtrf corracttons am offared:

1) ~ranspotition nolsa lova[s oro co~onlv oxpross~ ;n terms of

daclbof Ievef {fA) wefghtad) average ....”
,...thfs measurement Is abbrovlotod: Ldn (dBfA)l

:1 No180contours {Ldrr dB(A))

On pngo 7-26 “Pfgure 7-7” should bo “Table 7-7”. Tha (A) Weight
averane needs to bo Inchrdod on “Tablo 7-7= and Wablo 7.8”. Lf9~
Commorcla!, Light fnrfustrlal and Commercial land usaa noad tu be
referenced (n “Tabfe 7.7” arrd “Tablo 7-8”. ..

On pago 7-28, Pollcy numbar 7. “No($o.M[[lgation Raqulred= the ffrst
r8ferencadTable should bB “Tabhr 7.9” not “Tabk 7.7-. “T@b& 7-9” the
Ndso Levef Das~fptfon should rafject tha !A) we]gh~d average f,o.t
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Mlfre Millrrr
Novarrrbor 15, 1993

o

Mike Mllhrr
Nowrmbor 15, 1993
Paffo 3

q~lA). Footrrotosr to this mbhr should rendi 1) [n rurofflsohrted areas an
adjustsnont of pfus +5 tfB{A) should b~ applied to the b Noise Levels
In Tablo 7.9; 2) Adju$tmonm for duration should b~:

., ‘t 8) & 30 rnlnUtOB/hf. -60s8
bl & 16 mfnutes/hr. +6 dBfA)
c) ~, 6 mtmstes/hr. +10 dBIA}

. On POQO7-29 Policy numbom 8 and 9 need to refomnce “Table 7-9’ not
“Table 7-7..

c) rrn 16. Enor~ o

. OnPage lB.17 the peragraph TransrrnfsslarsLines shou!d bo rewrltton as
follows: As described previously, tho exfstfrr~ oleafrlrral tra~m1861tStt
ayamm in serra County doos not have adrrquato rellablo tmpacfty.
Transmfsslors Ilnes rrro sometimes tho souroe of controvffray - Viauaf
Impeats aro often the greatest sauroaof otrnaem in furalareea, and Othar
consldrrtatlons, such as health effeata from exprrsuro to elsotroma~notlo
ffelds, coma Into aonsldoratfan In mara urban areas aven though several
comprehonslvo srdenttfla mvlews (Includlrrg ~llfamla Dafmnmont of

Healti Servlco9) of thepubflshod Ilteratum typtce[ly conclude that there
1s Insufflclent ovldence to trrmalude that oxposum to parer froquanw
elootromrsgnetto ffefde ara 8 demonstrable heahh hosrrrd. DUO to
potential visual concerns, tiansmlsslon Ilne routes should avoid deneelV
populated aretrs, If posslbla,

. On prstre16-35, Goals, Pallclesand Implemontetlon Moasuros, Standards
for Site Losatlam 11,“..., tho pmposad route trhall meat the requfrem~
far transmlssfan Ilnos that oro set forth In tho Energy Elements.” In
review]ng the GOIOY ~emonta, Slerm Paclffc WOSunable ~ find anY
reference to requlmmonts for transmfsetun Ilnas. The only mforanco IS
found onpsua 16-17 which addresses only perceptions. Therefore, the
fast portfan of 1]. should bo ramovad,

. Ort page 15-52, Policy #26 Transmlsslan Lfno Approvel, S[arra Paclflu
Power Company ts an advacata of worting with SlarrO COUW, as wall
88 other Callfornlo Countlas, with remrd$ to ro~l~Oof mdor..
transmission llnBs In order~ find an acseptoblo alignment. SlerrsrPaclffC
vtews drls as an informal and necessary process In obMJnlnu SJ~IfrS
tiunty fnput rsrior to maktng sppltcatfon to the CPtfC and other federal
ogenclm. S[erra County’s htvofvoment k thraugh CE~ Pfa~~~ of
which tho Calllamk Fublla ~lltfes Carnrrdssbn Is tha lead a9mW a~

Pago 4

G-u

,.,,
.

26.

26a,

26b.

260.

26d.

26a,

Zog,

w~ere appllssbla tho NEPA prooess, of which o federal agancy Is tho
~dodagancy. ?herefaro, Slarre Paalffa daos not ooncur wfth tho formal
prellmlnrrry approval process proposed In (tom 26.

On paga 15.63; 15-64 and 15-55 Pa~oy #26. Transmission Una Doslgrr
and 6itln~, it would appaar that Slorra Courny Is ettomptlng to doslgn
end slto tiansmlardan Ilnos. Slarra Paclffo ffnds that tils aactlan fsaos
beyond just parformanco stantfords and 6tap6 {n areas of expertise that
Is trayond the County’s capablllttss,

The following ora rewrit~ of this sectfon: . .

“The ~nhrg Ordinance, , , , subjeot to those genaral fsorformarrae
standards. . .. . . In oases wherothe County . . . . permitting egono~
adapt sfmlfar generol perfcrmanco atandarda.”

Sierra Paciffc foals the hrtent of fftls fssuo can be bettor served by tho
fallowlng parformsnco stendotds:
‘Mltfgatlan moesuros for erosion control and SOIIstobllkrrflon shelf be
Impfemonted and continued throughout the Ilfo of tha proioct.”

Tftls soctlon proeonts an absalutrr which {s not roallsttc, Mgual concorns
potentloily con ba mitl~omd through structure oanffoumtfons, color, etc.
Tfrorefore, tho “shall” shautd become “shoutd,.

“Reposed tmnsm)sslon line projosts WIII coordinrste wfth wifdlife

momsgoment agoncles regordlng raptor nesting and re~or usrr areas.”

Refer to 26b,: ‘shall” should became ‘shautd, ” I“

This aactfan Is again on absolute and tharafara unreattstic. ThIs soctfon

IS alSO opon to breed Intorpramtlon and doesn’t take Into acoount
mftlgatfon measures. Tharoforo, tho fallowing retite la offered:
“Trartamlsslon Ilno pro]octs Srmuld avald crossing parka and dasfgnated
racroatiort areas or wftdlife refuges,.

1) ~Is sootlorr gets Into speclf(c design. Net all transmlsston Ilnes

usa “tawer6-; thero are two waod pala ‘H” frame struoWres or
single wood pofestructuros, In which oasos thoso atruaturman’~
be spased at 1/4 mlto Intervals for des[gn reasons. Therafare, the
fast sentence of this cestlun shautd be removed.
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●
Mike Miller

November 15,1993
Page 6

n
,.

In crrncl~slon, SloNa Paolflc reque6tc that a transpomtlonlutlllty corridor bo
ostabllshod lfi$the no~oast cornor Of siOrf8CoUnfY. nls tiansPoRotion/utlll~
corridor should he fdenrffled In the General Plan for Slerfa CounW in ordor to
occomrnodato Slorta Paclflo’s propoood A[tums 345kV trongdsglon line..-

If further clarlffcatfon on our comments fa naded o~you have any quostfons or
concerns, pfoaso foal free to cell me colloctat[702) 68M747.

Slncomly,

,&j& ;p~

1

. Stephen P, OUnkfn
Project Mo agar, RW & Pormlttlng

cat Roaor Olsck
mh Loatham
Stovo Slogol
Cerl Barnett

Jack BVrom

. .

...

Yow rele~ionehipto Proporty! Ptilfo a9encY .

Otier (e*lain)
.

● $PlQaS8 attach copy of propotred Land uso Dimgrm from Draft

General Plan lucoting thin site

Wal EIWS, Novmber 1995

G- 445
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SIERRA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN THE NATTER OF )
~E ALmS INTERTIE ) RESOLUTION 95-026
PROPOSED PROJECT )

1
MEREA9, Sierra Pacific Power Company submitted to che California
Public.$tilitiee Commission a document entitled Altu a9r 345 w
Dan ml sions Line Proiect - Prononents Environmental eessment
ctober 3: and
..

WSEREAS, this gubmittal, in part, became the basig for the
California PUC Scope of EIR/EIS in it’s evaluation of impactg
associated with the proposed tranamigsion line project; and

WSER~S, the preferred route as contained in the “Proponents
Environmental Assessment” ig in Long Valley, Sierra County which is
an environmentally oengitive, scenic area of sierra County with an
established residential area; and

WSER~S, there exigts an exigting Cransmigaion line and/or corridor
further ea9t of Long Valley and within che State of Nevada that ig
the most likely, environmentally appropriate location for thig
propoged 345 WV line.

,.:

2...

,

‘ lAt,

flao6)

NOW, ~REFORE, TRE BOARU OF SUPERVISORS OF ~ COUNTY OF SIERRA
resolves and declares that the current. oreferred location of the.&———–
proposed electric trangmiggion corridor/line ae repregen~d in
Sierra PacificiPower Company’s document entitled “plturag

al ~seeqsment “ is
gtrongly oppoged and Che State of California, Public Utility
Commission ig gtrongly urged co evaluate alternaa:idverouteg,
especially an alignment which ig a current approved
Lrangmisgion corridor which is predominantly within che State of
Nevada and outgide of Long Valley, Sierra County, California.

ADOPTED by the Board of Supervisors of the County of Sierra on the
7th day of February, 1995 by the following vote:

AYES: Supervisors McIntosh, Luchessi, McCaffrey, B0Wlin9, Whitley
NOES: NOne
ABSTAIN: None
ASSENT: None

=-
dM 7-73
1P89’

42 I .;

ATTEST: APPROVED AS TO”FORM:.. . .

i

: 2/,02)

lnBk.21-p9. 2L 9?
I &z}1

WARY.gz<JGI WILLI~ W. PAN
CLE T TH BOARD COUNTY cOUNSEL

C,.,s,--s--ass EXHIBIT2 SA=

10
1
I
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Resolution I{o. 95-08~

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS, COUNTY OF SIER~t STATE OF CALIFOR~llA

DIRECTIONS FOR FORMAL )
COMMENT UNPROPOSED ) .
ALTURAS INTERTIE EIWEIS ) RESOLUTION NO. 96.~1

,, FACTUAL Background

A.

B,

1.

Pursuant to public nolice on March 28, 1995, Ihe Sierra County Board of
Supewisors met in joint session wilh (he Sierra County Planning commission fOr
fhe purpose of conducting a public hearing on the Alluras Intertia Environmental
Impact RepotiEnvironmental Impact Slatement VEIWEIY).

Based upon pubfic Ieslimony and documents received for Ihe record, Ihe Board of
Supervisors makes Ihe following Prelimina~ Findings:

1.

2.

3.

4.

50

Thare is a demonstrated need for additional electrical power for the region
anllclpalad to be servad by Ihe proposed Alluras Intertie and, conaequantly,
Ihe Eoard does not oppose (he Alturas Intertle project.

There is strong public opposition to the portion of the proposed power Ilne
route through Long Valley in Sierra County and the proposed locallon of the
“Bordartown” Substation, also in Sierra County,

The EIR/EIS fails to assess alle~natives to the location of Ihe proposed
substation.

The EIRIEIS fails 10 adequately evaluate alternatives 10 Ihe transmission
roule.

The EIR/EIS is defaclive bacause it fails to evaluate and provide a rational
baais for non-selection of several anvironmantally baneficlal altamatlve
routes other than through Long Vallay including

a. A roule wilhln an existing transmission corridor wi~hin the state
of Na~ada ~the Nevada Alternative”)

b. , A route east of the Peterson Range.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS:

The County of Sierra does not object to the overall Alluras Intertle 90alS of
providing more reliable and economically beneficial sources of power.,.

EXHlBl~3
Ftil EIWS, November 199S

2.

3,

4,

6,

The County of Sierra opposes Ihat portion of Ihe proposed transmission route
Ihrough Long Valley (west of the Paterson Ranga in the Highway 395 corridor) and
objects 10the failure of Iha EIR/EIS to analysis alternative routes and to provide a
rational basis for not selecting less environmentally sensitive alternative routas.

The County of Siarra opposes the present siting of the proposed Bordertown
transmission substation and objacts to tha failure of the EIR/EIS to idantify any

,.alternatives to the proposed “Bordeflown substation”; doss not define the
substation nor does the document identify cumulative and/or grotih.inducing
Impacts potentially resulting from the construction of the substation. ,

The Board of Supewlsors directs preparation of formal comments “to the Draft
EIWEIS,

The Sierra County Board of Supervisors heraby raquests a 30-day extension from
tha California Public Utilities Commission within Wlch to submit the Counly’s formaf
writlen comments on the draft EIWEIS (through June 2, 1995),

ADOPTED by Iha Board of Supetisors of the County of Sierra on the 41h
day of April, 1995, by the following vote

AYES: Supervisors FfcIntosh, Luchessi, WI ing, ~ltley
NOES: Supervisor HcCaffrey
ABSTAIN: ‘(one
ABSENT Horse

COUNTY OF SIERRA

upERV,SORS

A~EST:

MA
CL

L14@aC28.RES449S1141

2
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BOARDOFSUPERVISORS,COUNTY OF SIERRA, STATE OF CALIFORNIA

IN OPPOSITION TO )
THE ALTURAS INTERTIE )
TRANSMISSION ROUTE AND ) RESOLUTION NO. 95.128
SUBSTATIONINSIERRACOUNTY )

A.

B,

1.

2.

FACTUALBACKGROUNO

Allor numerous heminos, discussionsand documonl rovlew portahrino 10Iho Slorra Pacific Power
Company’s Allures Tronsmisslon Lino Projoct ~Alluraa hrlertlo’), Ihe Slorra Coun~ Plannlng
Commlasfonhos Iocommendod to Iho SlormCorrnwBoard of Suporvlsora Ihal tho Board OPPOSOboth
Iho location of Iho p!oposod Bordorfown Substation and Iho proposod Iransmlsslon Ilno IOUIOlhrou~h
Sierra Courrw to Long VallOy, California.

Afler numerous haarfngs and public tasllmony boforo Iho Board of Suporvlsors on Iho Allurrrs fnlarrlo
Projocl and review of Iho Alhrras Inlorfia OroREIS/EIR, Iho Board Iakos Ihe formal posillon sol foflh
below.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS:

OPERATIVE PROVISIONS

Tho Slerre CountyBoardofSupotisora stronglyOPPOSOSIho proposod location of Iho “Alluraa Inlorflo
Borderfown Substation. in Iho Courdy of Sierm.

The Board of Supervisors slrorrgly opposes the proposed roulin~ of the Allures Inlortie transmission
Ibro Ihrough lho Coun~.ol Sierra nnd Long Valley, Cotifornia.

AOOPTEO bylhe Board of Suporvisols of Ihe County of Sierra on the 161hday of May, 1995,
by lho followino VOIO:

AYES: Supervisors Mclnlosh, Luchessi, 8ovding, and Whillqy
NOEsSuporvisorMcCa(froy
ABSTAIN: None
ABSEN~ None

COUNTYOFSIERRA

L14aSC79RES62951110

‘ppRovEDAsToF73

Mr, Wiltim D.Bixby
Adminisuative Officer
&n County Administracrorr Building
707NwadaSlrcc:
Srr~ville, Cdifomia 96130

DW hti, Bixby:
Sierra Pacific Powe: Compmy

P.ropoW34S h?mlsmijsioc L!ne

~Mkyoufor your lc:tcrdatcd Au~Jst 24, 1994, which indudcdacopyofthc
Iasffin fimtnly Rrmrrl nfSrrpewirorc’ Rtrolusion No. 94.102 supporun8 Siam Pxific Po\l,er
COrn~y’$ (Slm PWflcJaevefopment nfa.!43wlmsmlsslon lmenmr Hnncy fake
v~ey, You wemco~~: in~ltratsllmplinn thnrrhn~qnflment of~shand~ame
@eptim6now Unota-o fmydisrJ$$ion3b cSvccnbscn MunicipaJ UWcy DisL+c:
&YfL~) and Siem Pacific for Uris ~smission tine so provide pow= ~ !hc citkcns ot

Wn County.

b Sheir “Ropnenl”s &~vironmend Asm$ment’, Sim Patific SUICSUrat Ure
purpose of (htir project is ro connect tie Reno/W Tahoe m witi rfrc nortfrcm Cdfomia
~mission sysmm n- AJtusas,Cdfomia. Scm Pacific aJso stasesin Altachmcrst 1t
AppHcadon No. 93-1141S, Section 8, of Urcir “A~!!~dcrr of Sle~ P::ific ??s:: , . . .. ... . .

Gmpany for a CcrdficatC of Public Convcnicn~ and N~$ity, SuppIcmmM Information’$
Urat “as fhe projdct is currantly dw.fend, po ~-”c. rfrnrr Or lb ?Sh.mmtan. . . . mln””d
(sic) 10 k pars of fJrepropoti projw:, ● Sccdon 8 du ~o o; fo’sfare tiat such oc:urrcnccs
arc posaI%fcbut very e~rdivc and shat “substations can bc added after rhe proJw: is “
constructed, Assuming Ura; his possihilfCy mcura, dra am it would most likely awe ar

would bc tic SUSSSWMCarea.. ~cn qu~tioncd by Dcparsmcnt $tif as IO kc possibility of
pwct bci;I~ ptuy:ti Iu Cte SWIV}]IC a*, SiqrA ?abifi~ Itliul rltd Jie De#~lItlGlt drdt IIU
pohts rsi -ce we= currcndy msicipawd bcyrmd Ac swcd projcc: pqsc.

\tapptimcion 10 [he ~ifoti=~~~ UMiaec.Comm ~. .n

%

(C UC) doesnot include wi= to SumvilIc, it is my und=-smtig (bar Siem Pa c may
/ ow wish rrr include the abflitv 10 omvicfc sower IO Lm ~ pm of their promssd Al S

o ~d fJrcprow ~n8 of amsndmcn;additions so Si~ Pscif~a’s ori~.~d a~ticction

G-M8
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I

Ml. Wlll;atlt D. Bixby
Aug~st 29, 1994
%~o T$:In

PI-c bcnsstrti that shc UcpmascrrI In no way oppm LMUD’1 abillry m acquire a
chca~ and more ditilc cl~rld ~wcr aourcc from sic= Pnciffc. AS WC hnvo wi:h the
Ttlwsrrrn fiat Transmi<ti~ Cnm~ny prnj~t. we will haw nllr hinlrteirsl review and

comments on what wc determine is kc for [he envimnmcnti.resources in ~rdmce with
fJresnted purpose of the projcc:, We must assume that the compaasy’s sratd pu~sc is
=urare. [f Si- Pxific~mscs not to amend the pmjces to include the abifJty to pmvidc
iemice 10SuQnvfllc, WC Wf!l request ~nIfMtCd consld~mtion of.the ~~VRda allcmasfve 10
dc%.tirre if tie entironmcmaJ eifti~ would bc vmtcr, less or quaJ to the crrvironmerttaf
effwrs ofSiem Puific’sprefed California mtstc. Howcv&o,ifoneofIhcprrrposM of the
project as sratcd in the applimtion to CPUC is m provide pwer 10SusanvilIe, WCwould
ancrrr [hat a !Yevah mu[c would no longc: bc a viable proj~: dlemattvc.

Ifyou have any addtiomd questions or desk any addi[iorrd information, PI-

conw: NaturaJ Heri~ge Sup.wiser kfr. Jim Nelson at (916) 225.2315.

$irmcmly,

Nchmd L.Hliott
Ugiond Manager

cc: Sa a[whcd list

,
THS PROPOSED AL-S TRANSMISSION LI~ PROJE~ EIR/S

PUftLICSCOPING JEE~NG HANDoUT ~<k..l.+ 3 ~

D4TRODUCTION
Slcm Pacific Power Company (SPPCo) has propnmd

the corss!Nclion and opmwion of a 345,oco volt (345 k~
OVmhd elccttic power Irammission line from AttOma,

Catifosrdato Reno,Nevada.Sotheirconsldcratlmrof
SPPCo’sapplications for tic proposed pmjccl, the
Caflfomfa PubUc UIUiIlca ComnsSsaion(CPUC) and tbc
U.S. Bureau ofkd Managcmem @~ arc prcparirsgso
Envbomncnd Impact Report ~) trudcr she Callforrda
Envlromnerrtaf Qaall!y Act (CEQA), andao Eovimnmcoral
bpacl Stmemcm @S) uoder the Natinctat Eovfmmncnti
PoHcy Act ~A). The joinl CEQMNEPX document
till bc scfcd so as the ~S and till xscss tie
pntcntlaf envimnmmstat impacts of the pmpascstpmjxt and
allemnlivcs. The CPUC has contracted tith an
fndepndcnt consultingfbor, AspenEnvironsnental ~mup
(Apcn), lo prepare rhc EtSUS uodcr shc direction of
CPUC md ELM.

MEHING AGENDA

Welcomo & Introductions CPUCIBW

Entironmonld Rotiew cpucmw
Procosa& Prrlposoof Scoping hpon

Ooscrlption of Propsmnd Projocl Aapon
msd Polontid Envlmnmorrtol Rotiow

Public Commonts
& Qtro9Uons

Futuro Op mtrmltios
r

Arpon
for Publlc nvolvommst

ClOalng CnmmOnta CPUCMLM I

1.

2,

3,

4.

50

6,
I

PURPOSE OF SCOP~G

WC EtRM on the proposed AtNms Tcanamlsslnn Moe
PraJecI wUI focus on sigrdficmrt envimnmemol effects.
TSsoprocess of detessnirdog rho focus aod content of rhe
E~S Is known u scoping, Scoping helps 10 Idcotify the
msrgeof acllnas, allernastves, enviromncntsl effects, and
ml[lgallon measuresN be amdyzcd in depth, and cllminatca
fmm detollcd sNdy thoso lsstr~ rbotam not pcrrlnem N
ho final dccisIoo on the propnsd projwt. Scoping is also
an cffcctlvc way N bsfng together and addressthe conccms
of tie public, affcclcd agencIcs, and other fatercstcd
parties. Si@flcam issuesmay ho Idcmified rbrough public
and agency cnmmenrs.

Scoping,however,k notconductedtor~olve
dtfrerencwconcernhrgtfscmeritsoftheproJect or to
mrt3clpatetfsculllnmtc decbionontfrcproposal.Rotier,
tfrcpurposeof scopingb 10 helpemurethato
compreherulvesadfocusedEIRfSwillbepreparedftrnt
protidcsafirmbestsforUredecfslontingproc~s,

COmmcOuon tie eovironmcnti issu~ that you feel
should be addressedin the EISUS ❑ay be given vcrb~y al
say of the schcdulcd scoping meetings listed b rtds handout ;
by using shepink Spedtr Rt~$/rdon Cord inscti. For i
your coovcnimrce, a sepamtc EIWS Errtirorrrnmrd Issues

Qrceitiorrtirc is provided for submission of tirten
comments, Wrinco sommcnss must ho subndrrcsf st the
swpfssg meetings or mdlcd. The dcadfbrc for tittccr
commcn~ is May 27, 1994. Aft cormapondcace shOuld~ 1
addressedCO:

JufleWligms(CPUC)/Peter Hrmmr(DLnO
I

c/o Aspeo EovirnmnccrmlGroup
30423 Csowond Street, Suite218

.1

Agoura Hills, CA 91301

i

PUBLICSCOPSNGhSEETSNGS 1
I

Swvillc May 17, 19946 p.m.
Mnmicala Club I
140 s. Lmscn St.

AfNw hfayla, 19946 p.m.
Modus Middle School
906 W. 4ti Slrcct

RenOISparks May 19, 19946 p.~
But Watem McCarmn fcm
5S E. Nugget, SPatkS

byaltoo
me Social Hall
County Road A-24

May Z, 19946 p.~

HANDOUT CONTENTS

EIWSTosk flow . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .0......2

Polontiut 2nvironmonld Issues . . . . . . . . . ...3

ProfOclDoecrlpUon., . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ...3

Fuluro0pportunlllo9
for Publlolnvolvomanl. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4

LoadAgonclos’
PnradlolDoclslsmmnklng Procoas . . . . . . . . . . 4

ProjoctStudyNoa Mrrp Insarf

CPUC’SOecielonmaklngProcoss Insert

EMs Doc1810nmaklngProcess Insarr

Malllng Lfst Rogletiation
Form (BluoCard)

Speaker RegletraUon Insorf
Card (Pink Card)

fivlronmonlsd Issues Inaati
Quesllonnaire @tilo Sheet)
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state of California

MEMORANDUM

Date : November

~llc utilities Commission
San Francisco

17, 1994

To : Thomas Krauel
Neighbors Opposed to Power Encroachment
P.O. BoX 321
Alturas CA 96101

From : Julie Halligan
Alturas EIR/S Project Manager
Commission Advisory and Compliance Division

subject : Tha Alkuras Transmission Line Project EIR/S Documente
You Reguested

Enclosad please find a co y of Aspen Environmental Group’s
TProposal for the Preparat on of an EIR/S for the Alturas

Transmission Line Project as you re~ested in your letter dated
October 18, 1994.

you mav re~roduc thi$ document, however. the document must
eturned t;e CPUC at vour own exDerrserll no ate~

Wn December 14. .

If the document is not received by December 14, 1994, you
will be billed a replacement charge of $0.25 per page.

Notes from the August 22-23, 1994 Agent ~ scoping meetings
conducted by the California Public UtLl tiee Commission and the
Bureau of Land Management are not available for public releeee.
The Agency scoping meetings were working sessions and any notes
taken by the Agencies or by the EIR/S contractor were taken for
purposee of internal discussion and analysis only.

Please call me at 415/703-2776 if you have any further ~estions.

.+ -

Alturas Transnzission Line E~/S
CPUC AppllcmlanNo.93-018-11.

U.S.BLM Application for Mght.of-Way Grant. Case 1 CACA-31406

. .

P~LIC NOTICE “4”4’+

As you may know, Siema Pacific Power Comparty(SPPCo.) has submitted application for

cortsmtcfion and operation of a 34S kilovolt (kw transmission line from AINrasinModoc

County, through Lassenand Siema Counties, to the Reno area (Washoe County) in Nevada.

The California Public UtilhiesCommission(CPUC),theStateLead Agency under the

Califoda Enviromrrental Quality Act (CEQA), and the U.S. Bureau of hrrd Management

(BLM),theFederalbad AgencyundertieNalioNlEnvhonmenmlpolicYAcC(NEpA).are

preparingan EnvirortrrtentzlImpactRepotiSta[emem(EIWS) on this proposed project. The

Draft ENSiscurrendy scheduled forrelease kla[e Febma~, 199S.

SPPCO has recently submitted an Asrrendmenr to its Application fora Certificate of Public

Converrience andNecesslrY totheCPUCforthe constructionoftie AINras Tratrsdssion Line

Project. ~sArnendrnenr states that tbe AINras TransrrdssIon Lbte “adds the potential for

providbtg ArNre cost-effective, reliable elecrrfc service to the Lassen comrrrurdty [o the geneml

Project objective ofprovidhg srrch services Ioothcr potential users.” Fufiermore, SPPCO

states in tbe Asrrerrdmentrbar it is likely to execute a conditional Letter of Understanding (LOU

witibssen Mudcipal Utili~Distic[ (LM~)for tispu~ose btieoearfiNre. Such fUNre

service to LMUD cuslomers would be provided by a lateral line which has not yet been designed

or sited. Thfs Ia[eral lbrc would tie into the AINras Transmission Line in eastern Lassen

County, probably somewhere in the Wendel area, 00 earlier than year 20M.

cc: Peter Humm, BLM
The AINras Transmission Lbte WS in its analysis of the Proposed Project will include analysis

ofttrcpoterrtial LMUDcormcc!ion. ~e assessmenthrhis ERS would norprechtde more

derailed envkorsmenral corrsidermlon of such a connection h the fiNre when specific plans and

routbsg proposals become available.

If you have any commenu, or need tiomsation you may write or call:

1 Return address: Julie Halligan, CACD Environmental and
Ener

?
Advisory Branch, 505 Van Nees Ave., Rra3207, San

Franc sco CA 94102
I

G-45o

Jrrlle HsHigsrr PeterHumm
~~;~ ERUSProject Manager Alttrras ENUSProjectManager

U.S.BLM, SrrsaavilleDiswict
505VanNessAvenue,Room3207 705HsHStreet
SarsFrancisco,CA94102 Susmwille.CA 96130
(4!5)703-2776 (916)257-0456

J—
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FILEO

APR O 1995

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

In the Matter of t;e Application)
of Sierra Pacific Power Company ) Application 93-11-018

for a Certificate of Public ) (U 903 E)

Convenience and Necessity to )
Construct and Operate the )
Alturaa Transmission Line )
Project. )

/

3

4

5
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A.i.

a. 2
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a. 3

A, 3

a. 4
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A, 5

PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY
OF

ROGERT. OLACK

DOCKET NO, 93.11.018

Pferrsestate your neme, occupation, and business address.

Mynamela Roger T. Olack, lamthe Projact Managar fortha Alturas
Intertle Proiect for Sierra Pacific Power Company (Sierra), and mv
bushresa address Is 6100 Nell Road, Rano, Navada 69511.

Does the attached exhlblt entltlod “t2uellflcatlorr9 of Witness, Rogor T.
Olack,- accurately summariza Vour background, education, and
experlance?

Yas.

Whet ls the purpose ofyourtastlmony?

MY testimonv will cover the route selection procass, the engineering and
design information for the proposad project, the proposed 10W.COSt
measuras to raduce the Ievals ofelactromagnatlc fields, and tha project
Implementation schedule.

Indatermlning thelocatlon foratrangmlss[on projodtguch as the Alturas
Intertle, what 19 the first gtap?

After a conceptual location is provided bv Sierra’s Resource Planning
Group, the Initial step IS a routing study to determine the overall
constructablll~ of such a projact.

Wlllyou plaasedescrlbe Slarra Paclflc’s approach to thlgrourlngproca9s
forthe Alturea ProJect? .

starting In eerly lg93, Sjarra retained the consu[tlng firm of Resource
Management International (RMI] to produce a constraints and siting
study fortha Alturas Transmlsslon Line Projact (projact), The study was
to address the constraints to powarline siting, Permitting, and
construction, ThegtudV wagapproximatelV 40.miles-&lda and 150.milas
Iortgcoverlng app{oxim ely 6,000 square ”mlles.between Reno, Nevada,
gnd-Nturas;-Califor la. The study of cOflStrahttS

~--’””a IT
nformation Constraints ware placad in ona of three categories:

, for all practical purposes, the area should not be crossed
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Q. 1

A. 1 .’

a, 2

A, 2

a. 3

A. 3

Q, 4

A. 4

Q. 5

A. 5

PREPARED DIRECT TESTfMONY
OF

ROGER T. OLACK

DOCKST NO, 93-11.018

Phrase state your namrr, occupation, and business address.

My name is Roger T. Olack, I am the Project Manager for the Alturas
Intertie Projact for Sierra Pacific Power Company (Sierra), and my
business address is 6100 Nell Road, Reno, Nevada 89511.

Ooes the attached exhlbh entltlad ‘Qualiffcatlons of Witness, Roger T.
Olack,” accurately summarlza your background, oducatlont and
experience?

Yes.

What Is the purpoaa of your testimony?

MY testimony will cover the route selection procass, the engineering and
design Information for the proposed project, the proposad low-cost
maasurea to raduce the Ievals of alectromagnedc fields, and the project
implementation schedule.

In datermlnhtg the Iocatlon for a transmission projact such as tha Alturas
Irrtartle, what la tha first stap?

After a conceptual location is provided by Sierra’s Resource Planning
Group, the [nltlal step is a routing study to determine tha overall
constructablllty of such a project.

Will you please describe Sierra Pacific’s approach to this routing process
for the Alturas Project? “

startinginearly 1993, Sierra retainad tha consulting firm of Rasource
Management International (RMII to produce e constraints and sltin9
studv for the Alturas Transmlsslon Line Prolect (Prolact). The studY ‘as.-.
to addrass the corrstralnts to power~na siting, permitting, and
construction. The study was approximately 40.miles wide and 150.mlleS
tong covering app~oxim ely 6,000 square. mlle~betwaen Reno. N

T?n.mturafi-CAlfor la. Tha study of consws was based arrtire

0-“% )
nformatlon. Constraints ware placed In one of three categories:

xclusionar , for all practical purposes, tha araa should not be crossed
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Q, 6

A, 6

1.7

4, 7

+(I.e., U.S. Buraau of Land Management (BLM) Wilderness Study A, ~,m

significant, if it can reasonably be avoidad, the area should nov.:
crossad [i.e., wetlands); non.significant, while thare will be Sits.spack
concerns, the araa can ba crossed (i.e., grazing lands), This stud
resultad in a natwork of 34 study segments totaling approximately 47
mllas. As a follow up to tha constraint study, in mid-1993, BioSystem
Analysis, an environmental consulting firm, was hirad to conduct
blofogical fiald reconnaissance survey over the 34 study segment
ldentif[ed by RMI. BioSystems conductad studlas for a list of plant an
animal species and habitats of concarn generated johrtly by tha Californ
Department of Fish and Game, the BLM, and the U,S. Forest Servic

fUSFS). At the same time, PAR Environmental Services conducted
Iitarature search of the study segments for known historical an
archaeological resources, The study area was a one.mile corridor alon
the designated centerlines in the study segments. In a parallal effor
anglneering and land-use review by Sierra was also occurring along th
proposed study segmants to analyze tarraln features, road access
potential visual Impacts, soil conditions, and existing land usage (i.e
agricultural, etc.). These studies wera krcorporat,ed Into a Geographi
Information System (GIS) which would allow the Iayaring of th
ktformation collectad so that the different aspacts of the projact could b
looked at either In total or as individual components of the routin
analysla, Addltlonally, with raspeot to routing, input was sollcitad from
fedaral agencies that would ba involved (BLM, USFS, and Army Corps o
Engineers) as well as city and countv agancies in Modoc, Lassen, Sierra.-
and Washoe countlas, -.. . ~

~
~“4

What was dons with tha results of these studios?

An Intardlscipllnary taam from sierra, including spaciallsts in the araas o
environmental Issuas, enginearlng, land use, and permitting, reviewad
the above.referenced studv sagmenta with ragard to eight spacifl
criteria, These criterlq ware biologic rasourcas, cultural resources
engineering, constructabillty, lend use, permf~ing, cost, and commonality
with anothar Ilnaar project proposed for this area, the Tuscarora Ga
Plpelhta Project. This reviaw resulted In tha development of eigh
alternative routes -between Alturas, Caiiforn(a, and Reno, Nevada, which
rangad from 160 to 170 miles.

Plaase describe how these routes wera formally proposad.

me a[ternatlve routas ware subm”itte~ by S]erra to the California Publl
Utilitias Commission (CpLfC) In ‘Nov~mber 1g93 as pan of s[err32’S

proponent’s Environmental Assassmant (PEA), along with an Application
fOr a Cartiflcata of Publlc Convanjance and Necessity (CPCN}. Siarra’s

Ml EIWS, November1995
.
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Impact Raport and Envhonmantal Impact Statemant, - the praperatlon of
which was to ba directed bv CPUC and the BLM, B . .
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praferred altarnativa and the saven othar alternatives were designat~
the PEA to satisfy a portion of the permitting requirements of the CPUC,
Tha PEA was not Intendad to portrav all of tha comprehensive studlas
required for compliance with tha National Environmental POIICV Act
(NEPA) or the California State Environmental QualitV Act (CEQA], These
eight routos were designarad for detailad studv in a joint Envlronmantal !

., ,

August22, lg}~ RECEIVED

.,

Q. 8

A. a

Q. 9

A. 9

3, 10

4. 10

1.11

ill

Was thlg the end of Slarra’s htvolvem~nt In the routing procass?

No. In Janua~ 1994, prior to the CPUC’S acceptance of Sierra’s
application, Sierra conductad a series of nine maatlngs in Modoc, Lassen,
Sierra, and Washoe countlas with the general public, as well as business
and communltv Iaaders, to determlna anv concarns that the public might
have with anv of the routes submlttad In tha PEA. Meetings with
Indlvldual parties, either resldantlal or business Iandownars, as well as
maetings with Individual agencv contacts were also conducted.

What was the result of this outreach program~

On a larger scale, Sferra’s preferrad Iocatlon for the Hilltop Substation at
Alturas was changad at the request of resldantial homeowners and local
government officials, and Slarra’s preferred location for the 8ordertown
Substation was moved approximately one-half mlla north of Its initial
location due to the concerns of an adjacent landowner AIso, numerous

rother changes and additions were made to the rou rrg matrix in an
attempt to address concerns of the respective agancies and members of

J
the public,

Dld this complete the routing procass7

Once the CPUC accepted the Proponent’s Envlronmantal Assessment In
Februaw 1994 and hired the Aspen Environmental Group as thalr
environmental contractor, additional scoping meetings were held with
both the general public and the agencies, and additional changes 10 the
routing were suggestad for detailed studv in tha environmental process.

What is the status of the routing today7

At th[s time,th Cpuc and thaaLM, alongwiththeirenvironmantat
contractor, the Aspen Environmental Group, have taken all the studv
information collectad to date and hava developed what is known as the
‘EnvironmentaltV Superior Alternative” in the Draft Environmental Impact
Report/ Statement [DEIR/Sl. A serias of public hearings wilt ba

W. Don Mwffng
Chtian
Sierra County 330srdof Supervisors
P,O, Drawer D
DowrtievUe, CA 95936

Re: ~mlon Agency of NortLrerrr Cafffo~ ~ion

Dear M, Bowkg:

Siarm PacificPowerCompany has bmmc aware of a potential rrdsunderstsndbrg
regarding discussions of atmns-SiemtransndaslonticinvolvbrgtheTrsrssrnistionAgency of
Northern Crdifomia. ~s letter is to inform the Sierm County Board of Supervisors of our
bstcndons bs tfds matter,

1 Sierm Pacific would me to make it CIW hat tiere ~e no plans IO irrtercomrmt a trsns-

Sicm tmrtsmission Iinc witi the Mtums Inrcrsic project. nc ~tums Intcrric stands afonc as a
solution 10meet the needs of norrftem Ctifornia and Nevada customers.

.TheTransmissionAgency of Northern CWforrria approached Sierra Pacific to inform
us of their prehrrrfnsry work fnveatigadng mstission dkmatives to meet thek customers’
rtesds. They askd for our fnput wnceming ~~nd~ Mne rou~, Ntcmadves hrcluded a
MSmiSSIOfl ]ifle CrOSSing the Sierms as WCII u ohers hat would result in Transmission~es
Iwltionlyhsccrttmfandsouthern California. We info~~ hem of environment concerns
which have bun dsed, butdidnotCXpRSS a des~c for hem 10 cross [he sierras srtd
kterconnwtwith the AINras line.

me TmsmissionAgencyofNorthernCaliforniaisperforming preliminary pl~kg
work, which is be.irtg errmuraged by state and fde~ rcgula[ory agencies. Wc plan to
continue to observe these pIarming efforts;however,SierraPacificisnothvithtgthe
TransmissionAgency of Northern C#lfomia to cross the Siem nor are we invithtg them to
interconnectwith tie ~Nras 2sslertie.

G-454
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I

Mr. Don ~w]ing
August 22, lgg4
Page 2

In closing, Sierra Pacific hops that the prwtiing information provides insight into our
plans and relieves con~ms that our future transmission proju~ are destfn~ to be Iw!ed in

SicrSRCotmry,

SYI(C
1s08161

CC: DttmeNc]so”

RogerOlack
TimMS -SierraCouny

k.Stc~hmr P, oun~
Project M agcr, WW & Pcrrniting

FfrmlEIWS, Novaber 199S G-

-.. .

.? - \ 1.-. .

Vev truly yours,. .

I

TRANSMISSION AGENCY OF NORTHERN CALIFORNIA

RO.BOX1s129,Sactamenlo.m 95851.M29lglb~852.lb~

August~, 1994

Nk. TlmH.Be*
Ofrector
S1crrnCountyPubUcWorks Dep*ent
P. O. Box98
Dowrdcvue, CA 95936

Dear Mr. BeM.

RECEIVED
,By~

AUG311994
PUBUC WORKS
81mRA Coum

On Jufy11,1994,staffoftheTrwrnfs9ionAgencyofNorthernCaffforsda(TANC)met
wfthyou end JURCGrffUthof the Sierra County PubHcWork Department to rffscuss
a pre~ary gtudy on tie feasib~~ of a trmmisslon Ihc acrosg tie northern Sierra
Nevada between LakeTahm md Redd~gtc~ifomfa.me ~t~t ofticm~~g wag
to dfscuss 5ome very prctiary bw~tfgatfons fnto tmnsrnfsgion paths to Soutflem

Nevada. Followbrgthatrnmti6t~ fide appearedfrr~leMOun~~inMeSSW8Wtit
tnehrded fnforrnadon on TANC’Sstudy. Unfortunately, the article was fncorrectwttfr
reap- to a number of gignfflcantfssuee that we believe need to be corredcd for the
record.

Fouowing are our comments on the artfcle, entftlcd “More Power Meg Proposed
Through County” prfnted fn TkeMourrloin Messengeron Jtdy 21,1994.

● no gtudytsnotlimitedtoSierraCounty;Ithcludes review of cotidor
opportunStfe9ag far north as Reddhg,Cdlfomiamd ,asfargouthasDakersficld,
CWorrda+

4 Tt\ere ie no tntent to connect the ?osslble transmission lSneto Sierra Padtfc Power
Company’s Al~as Project.

● Potentfdtrmqmfss{oncorrfdorsarcbcfngevaluatedfn~northem~southem
CWorrdatoacccsgposgiblefnle[connectionpohts h gouticm Nevada.Varfous
constratnteandoppotitfes extst for aR cotidors, At thfs ttrne, It b uncertafrs

, where, if at atf, a transmission Itne might be constructed shce project feasibility
evaluations have not yet been completed. In addftion to envkonrncnd
considerations,economicmd engineedng designcomidcrat{o~ will ~o ~fcct ~~
fcasibiUtyof alternative corrfdorg.

● me heightof trmssmlggion towers for a 500.kVIbrctypicfly ranges from80to 120
feet. me reference to tower heights of 120fact k somewhat mtslearffng. The
taBertowersare generally onfy used when the terrafrs nccesgitatesa longergpan
(e.sr.,Aver crossings) or specffl clearance reqtiemcnts.

[

.- .-

A Public Enli~ whose Members include:
Alam&a, 016s$,Gridlew HealdSbu16. Lti. Lomp, MOdM!O llfi~altafi

Palo AtIO, Plumas.SleIfa Rural ElersricCwperative,Rdding,Roseville,

45
SacmmentoMunlclualUOIIWOlslrlrs.SantaClam,Tutlorkld~allonOl\lfl~UkSth
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-, ..-
M. TfmH,Ueti
Au~t Z, 1994
Page Two

●

●

✎ ✎

me dde refm 10a four-mfle tide swath through ComptontiUe, Pk,
Me@any, Sierra City, Bes9ette,and Beckwourth, me polentid trene~ion
coddore are gtudfed at these Adti, the actuef rfght of way neceegeryfor a
W&kV he & typicdy 200feat tide or Iesg,md transmfesionheg are typidy
routed to avoid popdation cantere,

Agti, TANC k ordy condutig prewq bwestigatfom brto many different
routeg. No gpetic route hm been identified. ,

Wehope that M Worsnatfonwgbte witi you Mdergtantig of TANC’9 pre-

hve9tigatforr9.

Sbrcerely, ,

M makou, -an
TANC Pltig and~tiO~~td Cotittee

cc:SierraCountyBoard of Supetisors

G-456
Ff ERS, November U95



PART G. COMME~S .

April 20, 1995

M9. JulieHrdligWr. Peter Humm
CrdifondaPubucUIUtyComrrrf99ioflLM
do AspenErwiromttentrdOroup
30423Crtnwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Public Agency
CommentSet 6 Ii

August 22, 1994

Dear M9. Hdligan snd Mr. Hurrtm:

Thi9letter ig to recoMrm the Ctty of Spark9 gupport for the enviromrrentdly guperior route for
theclectdctrangtigglonlineandoppositiontothe aftemative that routeg through Spardsh
Sprin8s Valley endSparks,i.e,, theNevada route, Attachedigthe Citjg letter datedAtrgu9t22,
1994. The information provided within it is still appropdato. In addition wo would add the

- following commcnt9:

Wdle theNevadaroutoproposaluscgedglingcorridorgthroughthebuilt portiong of
Soark9. thig corridor till need to be tidorrd. A corrscrvstivrregtinrateof esigtbrg houaeg1
t~at w;uld be witfdn arty tidened project 19gixtyfour homcg, Thegohomegare in the
Satellite Mlla subditigiong end the newly cortslructd Vintage Hill subdivision. That
number ofhomeg doegnot addregghomegwhat would abut ttia expandd areaor any
homesin Spani9hSprirrg9area.

Thi9 new line ia irttcndd to provide continuous gerviceto the region if an incident should
occur with the erdgtirrgline, currently running through Sparks. If both tirtogugethe same
corridor through Spark9 the potential for digruplion ofsc~cc in both llncg, for the entire
region, could incrcagc.

The environmentally preferred al[cmative is supported by the LassenMunicipal Ulifity
disldct and the Lrr9scnCounty Board of Supcrvisorg, asthey will afgobenefit from that
line.

Thesecommentgagwell asour previous commentgreinforce the conccms we have with the
alternative through Spark9,

Sincerely,

w

1 Ms. Julie Halllgan (CPUCI
Mr. Peter Humm (BLM)
c/o Aspen Envlronmerrtal Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218

I Agoura Hills, CA 91301

i
Daar Ms. Helligan

Mr. Humm:

;~:;&~&(
Acting~ormtru~ty Development Director

-,
.
,;, ,

l’L.iXXIX(; l) Ell.\lUr\tEXT

This Input is related to the proposad alternate routs for tha EIR/S on tha 345 KV
Alturas Transmission Llna Prolact proposed bv Slarra Pacific Powar Companv. First,
Iat me vahamantly voica mv oblaction to the amount of tima that this offlca has had
to absorb, understand and commant uPon a Prolact of this magnitude. From the tima
of our first formal notification recaivad in our of fica on August 15, 1994 to the tima
of tha upcoming meating of Tuasdav, August 23, 1994 IS onlv 6 working davs. CitV
Staff has diligently set to become educated on this process but slnca we heve had ~
previous involvarnent in this proposad alignmant wa ara uninformed about tha various
aspects of this projact. Suffice It to sav that we raquast a minimum of 30 davs past
the initial maating to Involva elactad and appolntad officials, concarned cltlzans living .
along tha proposad corridor and environmental groups in this dacislon.

Our first obsarvatlon is that environmental considerations of tha altarnata routs
outlined In the conceptual draft of 8-5-94 undar that sactlon never onca mantlons tha
CltV of Sparks, a murtlclpalitv of 66,000 rasidents and 17 square miles as balng in tha
corridor route. The corridor route as best wa can surmise sinca the maps ara woafullv
hradaquate would raquira additional right of wav to the existing corridor and this
additional 100 faat would raqUlrathe acquisition/damolltion of axisting housing.
Third, there are a number of public racreatlonal facilities wlthht tha Citv in tha form
of a 13 acra park IPah Rah) and in the form of a regional park facilitv (Section 235)
which would be adverselv affacted bv this additional corridor. There as a school in
tha form of Jerrv Whitahaod Elomontary SCI1OOIthat is adjoining the corridor os well,
The Nevada corridor outside of Sparks has significant Native Amarican archaologlcal
and cultural rasources that must be documantad. Bavond this there is an alternative
within tha Navada corridor that would have less of an imf3act on populetad arees that
should be considered as a 2nd alternative.

(;ilv Ilnll: 4;1 l’mlcr Iltiv. P.(). Dot $5?. .S/)orhs, .Ynada 89132.085?, 1;02) )5?.2310

(:;Iv 11(111:131 I’r,(ttv IHIY, I’. (). lIIIX S5?, .Y/)ftrk,, NIT,ntl,: 89!32.0857, (702) 356.2338, F,IX (702) 353.2489
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The City conservatively es!imates that 1,500-2,000 homes would be physically or
visuallv affactad bv this installation totallln9 batwean 4,000-5,000 residents. In
fact, new housing is going up in close proximitv to the corridor that would be
dernollshad. -

This corridor must be compared to the Truckea Meadows Regional Plan In terms of
its affacts on those relavant plan Polioles reletlng to oPen apace, animal habitat

i

presarvatlon, ate. I

In terms of soclo-aconomics the acquisition of housing alorto the corridor is certainlv
in the tens of millions of dollars ifitruns into hundreds of homes. This impact must
be programmed into overall costs of this project,

I

In Vour scoping letter relative to visual resources somehow the 58,000 Sparks
residents ara not part of the inventorv of affected parties and vet everv citizen would
be affected.

In conclusion,the Nevade Route Alternative grosslv mlscharacterizes the Sparks
environment through which this corridor would Pass as “offaring less potential for
confllct with existing and planned land uses”. Certalnlv I am not eware of anv
communication from Aspen Environmontol Group that would hava given real land use
substance to such a statement.

For the record, I am submitting the adoptad Master Plan for Growth Management, the
Spanish Springs Sphere of Influence Plan or other pertinent land use documents.

1urge first that this alternative be modified or dropped and that the CitV has at least
30 davs to compose a credible response to this Issue.

Respectfully submitted,

%*

Greg Evangeletos, A. I.C,P.
CommunitV Development Director

I

nay 16, 1995

Ms. Julis Halligan
Mr. Peter Humm
CPUC/BLM
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, suite 21e
Agoura }iills,California 91301

Reference: Alturas Trunamiseion Line

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm:

On May 15, 1995, the Sparks City Council unanimously passed
Resolution No. 2340 in oppoeitiionto the Nevada Alternate Route for
the Alturas Transmission Line PrOjeCt. The CPUC Application Number
is 93-11-Ola and the BLN Case Number is CACA-31406.

Enclosed is a photocopy of the Resolution to be included for
consideration in the Final Environmental Impact Report/Statement.

Verfltruly ~u~

bc

Enclosure (1)

copy:

City Attorney WICOPY
Agenda Item 3
File - Res. No. 2340

City Clerk and
Clerk of the City Council

Cily Ilall: +31 Pratrr l~ay, P.O. BOX S5?,Sparks, Neatfa S9432-033?. (702) 35 Z-2350. E.! X (702) 353-C~rY
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RSSOLUTIOM NO. 2340 INTRODUCED

RESOLUTION IN OPPCBITION TO THE ~A ALTERNATE
ALTURAS TRANSMISSION LINS P~ECT.

BY COUNCIL

ROUTE FOR ~

WEEREAS, Sierra Pacific Power Company is proposing to
construot a 345,000 Volt (345 kV) overhead electrio power
transmission line from the vioinity of Alturae, California, to
Reno, Nevada, and

w{E~AS, two routes for the proposed line are under
consideration for approval by the California ~lic Utilities
Commission and the Unitsd States Bureau of Land Management, and

WBERBAS, the Environmentally Superior Route generally
parallels U.S. 395 while avoiding environmentally sensitive areas
and minimizing oosts to eleotrio consumers, and

WBEREAS, the Navada Alternats Route passes through remote
and pristine recreation and wilderness areas of Northern Washoe
County, prooeeds through the Truckee River Canyon from Wadeworth,
paeses through recently developed residential areas in Northeast
Sparks and has a higher construction cost estimated at TWENTY
MILLION OCLLARS ($20,000,000,00)which will be borne by eleotrio
consumers.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS EEMBY RESOLVSD that the City
Council of the City of Sparks opposes construction of the Alturas
TransmissionLine Project along the Nevada Alternate Route for the
following reasonet

1. The Environmentally Superior Route will lower the
cost to utility rate payers, minimize environmental damage and
visual blight and is eupported by the Lessen Munioipal Utility
Dietrict and the Lsesen County Board of Supervisors.

2. The Nevada AlternateRoute will inorease the coet to
ut~l~ty rate payers, severely damage pristine recreation and
wilderness areas and cause visual blight, both in remote areas and
in populated areas.

3. The Nevada AlternateRoute will reguire the widening
of an existing eleotric power transmission corridor in Northeest
Sparks which oould necessitate the ao~isition and destruction of
at least sixty-four (64) homes in the Vintage Hills and Satellite
Hills Subdivisions.

Page 1 of 2 Pa es
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4. The visual impact of the additional electric power
transmission line in Sparks and through the hills north of Sparke
will diminish property values of honss near the line and
recreational usefulneee of undeveloped land.

5. By placing two electric power tranemieeion linee in
the same corridor in Sparke, the Nevada Alternate Route poeea a
danger of disruption of continuous service which is rewired in the
Truckee Headcws should an ~nc~dent occur.

‘AssEDw-pTEDthis*day of“a” ‘1995, by the following vote of the c ty council:

NAYS: None

ASSTAIN: None

ASSENT: None

APPRC~Dthis lqt~ day of ~’ 1995’ by:

/
BRU . BtiS~W& -r

#
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Hay 26, 1995

Julie Halligan/Peter Humm
CPUC/BLM
CIO Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hille, CA 91301

[)[licc 0[ lAc

CITYCLERK

I

Re: opposition to the Nevada Alternate Route Propo9ed for the
Alturas 345kv Transmission Line

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm;

In response to a request from the Sparks City Counoil, please enter
the enclosed items in opposition to the Nevada Alternate Route
Propoeed for the Alturas 345kv Transmission Line:

1) A video tape of the Public Hearing held May 15, 1995
to receive public comment and approve Resolution No.
2340 in opposition to the Nevada alternate route
proposed for the Alturas 345kv transmission line.
The tape is entitled Ilsparkecity Council Power-
Lines Section 5/15/9581.

2) Resolution No. 2340, unanimously approved by the
sparks city Council on May 15, lgg5, a “RESOLUTION
IN OPPOSITION TO THE NEVADA ALTERNATE ROUTE FOR THE
ALTURAS TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECTil.

3) Unofficial minutes of the Special Meeting of the
sparks City Council held May 15, lgg5, a public
Hearing to receive public CO~ent and aPProve
Resolution No. 2340 in opposition to the Nevada
alternate route proposed for the Alturas 345kv
transmission line. .

f*wVer truly y

‘ ‘A

De orine J. P les
city Clerk and
Clerk of the City Council

Enclosures: (3)

oPA.6.1

$(a)
5-)s-7.

=SOLUTION NO. 2340 INTRODUCED BY COUNCIL

RESOLUTION IN OPPOSITION TO TNB NEVADA ALTE~ATE ROUTE FOR TEB
ALTURAS TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT.

~EREAS, Sierra Pacific Power Company is proposing to
construct a 345,000 volt (345 kv) overhead electric Power
transmission line from the vicinity of Alturas, California, to
Renot Nevada, and

WHEREAS ,
consideration for
Commission and the

two routee for the proposed line are under
approval by the California Public Utilities
united States Bureau of Land Management, and

mERNAS, the Environmentally Superioq Route generally
parallels U.S. 395 while avoiding environmentally sensitive areae
and minimizing costs to electric coneumers, and

WREREAS, the Nevada Alternate Route passes through remote
and pristine recreation and wilderness areas of Northern Washoe
county, proceedg through the Truckee River Canyon from Wadsworth,
passes through recently developed residential areas in Northeast
sparks and has a higher construction cost eetimated at TWENTY
MILLION DOLLARS ($20,000,000.00) which will be borne by electric
con9umers.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS HERSBY ABSOLVED that the City
Counoil of the City of Sparks opposes construction of the Alturas
Transmission Line Project along the Nevada Alternate Route for the
following reasons:

1. The Environmentally Superior Route will lower the
cost to utility rate payers, minimize environmental damage and
visual blight and is supported by the Laesen Municipal Utility
District and the Lassen county Board of Supervisors.

2. The Nevada Alternate Route will increase the cost to
utility rate payers, .severely damage pristine recreation and
wilderness areae and cause visual blight, both in remote areas and
in populated areas.

3. The Nevada Alternate Route will require the widening
of an existing electric power transmission corridor in Northeast
Sparks which could necessitate the acquisition and destruction of
at least sixty-four (64) homes in the Vintage Hills and Satellite
Hills subdivisions.

Ciir 11,,11:431P,UI,, jjby, P.o. BOX 83?. Spa,h, Nmada 89432.081?, (702) 353-2350. FAX (7021 353-Cl~
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4. The visual impact of the additional electric power
transmission line in Sparks and through the hills north of Sparks
will diminish property values of homes near the line and
recreational usefulness of undeveloped land.

1

SPECIAL ME~IllG OF TNE SPARXS CITY COUNCIL
NAY 15, 1995 4:15 P.M.

L Tapo 1, 2828
call to Order Tho spoclal mooting of tho Sparks City Council

was called to ordor by Mayor Druco Broolow at
4:18 p.m. in tho council Chamboro of tho
Logislativo Building, 745 Fourth Stroot,
sparks, Novadn.

5. By placing two electric power transmission lines in
the same corridor in Sparks, the Nevada Alternate Route poses a
danger of disruption of continuousservice which is rewired in the
Truckee Meadows should an incident occur. Tapo 1, 2B50

Mayor Druco Oraslov, City Clerk Daborino
Pooblos, council Mombora John Mayor, Ernest
Walker, Tony ArMOtKOng, Cindy Cook Wondorson,
Phil Zivo, City Attornay Stovo Elliott, city
MOnagOr Terry Reynolds, PRESENT.

PASSED ANO ADOPTED this ~dayof ,!~v

1995, by the following vote of the C ty Council:
t I

Staff prosont: Stan Shoror, Jonnio Pullman,
Drian Doron, Pnnn
Bill Ieaoff, Torr]~;~;;~~n~h~;; ~;/~~?~!~
Pyzol, Clan Oodfroy, Sandy Lnndock, Margaret
POwOl1, Ron Irwin, Dnlo nichnrdnon, John
C0nZa105, John Dotoon, Darbarn C1OUSOI>and
Loretta Iladlock,

Nny8: None

ASBTnIN: None

L
Approvo Rooolution
No. 2340 - In
Opposition to the
Wovnda Altornato
Routo Proponod for
tho Alturas 345kv
Transmiaoion Llno

Tnpo 1, 2800
Nayor Dro510w oxplainod ho had testified at a
public hearing hold by a Callfornio judgo
sooking comment on tho Alturas powor lino and
ho had somo concornu with tho oltornato routo
proponod to go through Spnrko, specifically
through Spnninh Sprlnq5, oround Wlngfiold
Springs, through Satollito N1llu and Vintago
wills. No voicod concorn that ronidont~ of
Vintago wills and Sotollito 11111ssubdlvlslons
wora novor notifiad ond hod not had the
opportunity tO attend the public hearing and
ho wao ono voico from Spnrks against tlta150
who wanted tl)orouto to go nomowhoro also and
thot 8omowhoro 0150 la Sporks. No DOint@d out

ADSENT: None

that the power lino5 a~o ugly, tkoy do not
narvo aoothotic purponos nnywhoro and no ono
wanto thornanywhoro near their proporty and if
thoso POOP1O aro auccaasful In their lobbying
afforto to roopon tho altornativo, which would
gO through spnrk5, ho WalltOd to got 50M0
public comonto on tho racord. No explninod
that tho time framo to rocolvo public commont
hod been oxtondad and he was raquosting tho
City Clerk to submit this opocial city Council
MOOting to tho court as public record,

Miko Rood, Diractor, Govornmontal Affairs,
Siorro Pacifio POwOr company (5PPco), along
with Rogor olack, Projoct Hanagor, Alturas
Intortlo PrOjOCt, SPPCO, and Jlm Roulia~,
Dirootor, Hajor Mining Accounts,
prosontod information on tho routos th~fi$
looking at, how tho Sparko routo wan Ineortod
into tho procano, what tho public hoarlng
procooa in going to bo, and information on
what tho Council and city could do to protoct
its rosidonts,

I

Hr. Olack ntatod ho wanted to make It very
OlOar that SPPCO hno never prOpDSOd nor
supported nor do they want a routo through
Sparks for this projoct. NO oaid tho maasaga
to CPUC and the BW has boon vary clear and
very consistent ovar tha past two years that

.
I

Page 2 of 2 Pages
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tho POOP1O in tho City of sparksdo not want
thin powor llno in tha!r city. }{0pointad out
that in tha Draft Environmental ImPaCt
Statomont (DEIS), tho CPUC, B~ and their
environmentalcontractor,Aspen Environmental,
ograod thoro in a routo donignatad an tho
,,onvironmo”tallY S“PorlOr ro”tett and thot
routo doos not go through Sparks. l{ooxplainod
tho roaeon tho altornato routo wao proposad 10
duo to a comont rondoat n public meeting
early In tho ocoplng

f
rocons whoroby tho

POOP1Oin Cnlifornla aa d it aorvos Ilovada,
put it in Wovada along oxinting linoB in
){ovnda.

The SPPCO anginoo~njaidthat after looking at
that rOUting, working with Sparkst
plannora and ntaff, It bacomo apparent and is
WOI1 documontod that tho impacts to tho City
of sparks woro so significant thot they ruled
out that option for further study. Ilenaid tho
Innuo contlnuoo toa~o;lnodtf~ a fow POOP1O
unwilling to d~n~gnatod
anvironmontally suporlor rouko tha
compromise proposod to address their concorno
of routing and rolocnting of facllltlon.

Usin
?

dosignatod tho
,,onvronmaonta~~~ S“P~!~o! routaotiand what ha5
boon donignatod as tho Navada altornnto (tho
routo through Sparks),Mr. Olnck oxplalnad tho
altornato AltUras !ntertlo prOjoot an a 165-
milo, 345 kilovolt oloctric transmission lino
to bring powor from tho tap of tho Donnavlllo
Powor Administration into nonol that it was
raaogni2ed in tho ronourcaplanning procooa in
tho Wovada Publio Sarvlco Comionion (PSC) in
Octobor, 1993 as tho mo5t cost offlciont
tranomi50ionoption that SPPCO could construct
to oorvo its ‘customoro.Ilo notod issuon of
nobility for tho oloctric sy5tam, capacity of
tho olactric syatom, and aconomy of tho
olactric syatom.

..- ,l{”Vointad out tho OIOnvironmOntallySuperior
ml) donl natod In tho OEIS in roughly 85t

?Corn a and 15t in Wovada. I1oexplained
--.Iogooo east of Alturas, parallel to
in.”nle Lon Anaeloa Donartnont of UatOr and

rout_
in Call
tho 1{“(
1,00- ---- -.. ......... .
POwOr line for approximately200 mi10s, comos
back in about 30 miles along tho oxinting

of sparkoO“ Its “ay ?“to the Worth ValloY
tranominoion lines and 00s thr0u9h a nOct~On

Road Substation. 110 said this routing wa5
9uggested in Hav, 1994 in a series of scoping
meetf.-ngo.I1Op;ihted out one of the critical

.,,vamwhv they don~t want to parallel the
, snarks is bocauso they W4nt tO

featL--- .....
line through _r-....
CODO into Reno from a weBtern diro-ction.In
that way, he said they can have two pipelines
into the city and if anything happens to one,
they have the other as redundancy and therein
lies the rollabllity Issue.

Asked when they would run out of power and
what would happen if they donCt build thin to
the ca acit for powor, Mr. Olack eald they

!1would med ately look at other alternativoo
through the rosourco planning process as well
as considering how tho load is building and

3

how they might aorvo that load, }{asaid their
forocaot right now 1s that tho lino needs to
be in sorvico by the winter peak of 1996. lle
stated ho did not hnvo a number that would
tronslato into dollars but It 18 their goal to
stabilizo rates In ovary way pos51blo. }10said
they Import about 50t of their powor and this
will give them another market from Which to
import power and 5tabillzo rates.

Mr. Rood pointed out that this would give thorn
tho ability to obtain moro powor out of tho
northwont which ia Iosn oxponnivo than what
they can gonoroto. llnsoid their oxpoctationo
aro that thn lino will pay for itself in bulk
power transactions.Thero may bo aomo initial
impact but in tho long haul ho oaid, but It
5hould etabilizo and roduco the rates. 110
informod Council that tho PSC had approved a
rato froozo through 1997 and they woro
ruquosting, in thair discussions with
Washington Hater Powor, that tho fraozo go
through tho year 2000. IIQpointod out that
thay could buy power in tho northwest for 2
cants par kilowatt voraus their 4bility to
gonorato it and got 4 or 4-1/2 contn or moro.

As to placing tho lino underground, Mr. Rood
said that they had connidorod that option but
Undorgroundingwould cronto n waak link In tho

i
n atom. llonotod that undorgrounding a 345kv
1 no in be!ng dono but thoro aro a lotof
mnintananco issues with the llno an wall an
tho cost factor. 110 said tho co5t basia is
about 12 to 1 and thio typo of lino would cost
roughly about $350,000 par milo abovaground
and below ground lt would coot about S4,5
million. !la oxplainod that to build an
underground lina they would noad
proanurlzad oil filled pipe, tho oil nood5 !;
bo coolod and they would nood an oil tank and
oubstntlons at both ondo whoro it goon
underground and than comoo ~;;o;p, we notod
significant maintonanco and tho
possibility of potontinl oil loako and othor
onvironmontol inouoo.

D!scuasion ensued on how SPPCO would acqulro
tho 64 homes in Vintago Hills and Satolllte
IIillnand if that would be initial buyout or
aminont domain. f4r. Olack said their modus

~- 462
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to the fow along tho routo. HO said that is
not the way they profar to do businoso. We
advloed that along tho ‘Uonvironmontolly
superior rOUtolVthoro Woro no homoa affoctad
to tho oxtont they aro In Sparkn.

Aokod if underground lino~ would hnva tho aano
offoot with EHFo below as they do abova, Hr.
Roullas oxplainod if two transmiaslon linoo
aro ralativoly C1OBO togothor In tho Bono
corridor, tho offoot con baon~ddltlvoas far ao
EHFs aro concornod aro dlroctly
proportionalto tho dlatonco from tho eourco.
AS you got away form tho sourco they docroaso
very rapidly. We pointod out that doponding on
how tho phaoos aro nrrang;~:atitb~en ;s
oroato a cnncollation
gannrally it will bo addltivo. MO advioad that
tho main ndvantagowith undorgrounding10 that
tho phosos can bo placad O1OOO togothor and
would ro5ult in a not cancellation offoot but
that oorth dons not ollminato or inoulato
EMF5, thoro Ia still pormontlon of fioldo from
tho trannmisnlon line.

Mr. Olnck nald they anticipated a doclslon
from tho CPUC In Ootobor, 1995 ond they would
comonco construction on oubotation portions
leto this year. MO notad that construction of
tho trannmiosion lino portion would not
commonca until March, 199G to bo in norvico by
tho ond of 199G.

Ankod lf sparks had tho legal ability to deny
tho permittingprocoos (buildingand structuro
permits) to allow SPPCOto go through 8parko,
City Attornoy Stova Elliott roopondod that
city staff could attempt to do no, MO ndviood
that tho powor company hnn certain rights
under ~tatuto to condomn land and puruuo their
mioolon and tho City would probably ond up in
litigationwhlah would only delay tho insuo.

council Hombora quostionod wllothor Wauhoo
county or thn Stnto of Wovada had oxpronood
any opposition or taken a otand on tho
altornato routo. Mr. Olack oxplainod that in
davoloping tho altornato routs in August,
1994, tho CCC and tho Df44had what they called
,,agoncy scoping nocdngo and at that ‘imo
ropranontatlvoo from all tho variouo Wovado
agoncian camo forward ond providod cowont on
tho routo. RoprosontingSparks, then Community
Davolopmont Diractor Grog Evangolnto5 camn
forward on August 22, 1994, and mado it Very
clear, along with a number of othor Wovada
agancios, that they dld not favor this routo.
MO oald they alsoapn~lntadou~~;~arouto was 70
mllcs longer 70 moro of
onvironmontal lmpncto. AS to tho proforrod
routo, ho nald thoro aro somo vlnual concorn~
being exprossod and suggostad by tho opon
apaco planning groups in Hashoo county and
they are providing thone comonto to tho CPUC
and D~.

Aokod to doscribad tho routo an it ontoro
Wnvada, nr. Olack explained that from tho
Borderton substation they are proposing to
travoreo tho northeasternshoulder of Peavino,

I
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along ~here (llor_-_..
further in from othor ar---
raeidont5 of concorn in th~

about 112 milo b:;~omfrom any of the areas
111115) and routing
,n.. to got ~~ay fro”

3 Woag Road area,
then cono into an existing corridor which
currently contains a 120kv 11-- . 60kv llna.
a 24-lino disl

,..,”, “

tribution lino and gaslino. 1[6
notod that was at tho roquont of the City of
Rono to koop tho llno on tha north 51do of
that corridor and como into tlorthValley Road
Substation from thatdirection.

Aokod if they had to do battlo with anyono in
tho Dlack springs area, Mr. fl~;;;5aid thoro
are pooplo in Morizon who are
Specifically concornod. council Mambors notad
phone calls frOm rosldonts In those aroae that
the lino ia Wlth!n 120 foot of their homoo ond
nskcd if tho piano hod boon rh.m-.d 51nco tha
ronidontn had oxnmlncd thorn..... --
-theyhnd not ond sinco the MP-+<--, SP

-..-..>”-

MP filackatntod
,.-..,,3, )PCOhad

contactod thooo rasidonts and providod thorn
with mnpn to onouro they knaw whoro tho llno
wao locatod,MO oaid the closost 5tructuro was
an apartment houoe locatod batwcan Dordortown
and no!lonnd it was 205 foot away from tho
line.

Ankod which G4 homoo In VI”tago WIIIS or
Satolllto 11111sSubdivisionswould bo affactod
by tho altornato routo, Acting Community
Devolopmont Oiractor Margaret Powoll soid tho
homas most affoctod aro along tho last ntroct
in tho VintagO 11111s Subdivision, ,callc
Myriam, and homo5 along satellite 111115Orivo
and Cello court, Sho 8aid thoro aro variouo
widths of additional oaaomont apnce which
would bo raqulrod for an additional lino and
Bono homoa would bo affoctod by tho EMF5 but
nothina hnn boon dofInOd as to tho exact
locati~n of tho homoo,

Mr. nOUliao told Council they dld not know how
they would hnndlo purchnno or aondomnation of
tho homon as they havo not dono oxtoneivo
otudion on tho altornato routo. 110notod they
would havo to purchoeo nnd demolish any homoo
looatad right undornoath tho line. Ro pointod
out that this was complicotad no they got into
tho offoct on proporty valuon but all of tho
Gtudios havo indlcatod that ovar timo thoro 15
no impact on proporty valu05.

Aokad about noioo producod by tho lInoa, Mr.
Rouliao conflrmod there in noino, both from
tho olactrlcal hum an WO1l on from wind
offocts on tho llnos. liomaid that In ono of
tho roaaonn they ontablish a corridor aa wido
an it1s.tlonotod ottlorcontributing factors
arn tho typo of torroin nnd tho prcvai1Ing
wind dlroctlon.

Hayor Droslow announcod this wan the tlno sot
for tho public hearing and asked If thoro waa
anyona who wished to opoak in fuvor of or In
OPPo~itiOn to thio matter.

David Mar, 894 Cane Myriam, epeaking in
opposition, explained that his homo would bo
affoctod by the alternate routo and it would
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probably be condemnod and sold. Wo said it had
taken him and his wifa four years to find
somothing they likad, that thay had spent a
lot of timoand effort in makinq this an ldaal
homo for thornto rolso their fkmily and they
dld not want to go through tho strenuous
process of looking for anothor homo to fit
their noods. Wo told tho council he felt tho
llno was inappropriateand it would be amartor
and moro cent officiont to kaop tho routo as
it was and not go tho altornato rauto,
ospacially if tho lino is going to cost an
additional $30 million. In answer to a
quostlon about visual impaction, Mr. Har said
stntad tho V1OW would bo ugly and ho probably
would not approciato it but his proporty WOB
C1OSO enough to tho llno that ho wontt bo
nllowod to mnko that cholco. We said ono of
the things ha liked obout his homo was the
scenic view and ho felt that would ob9truct
it. Wo roitoratad that ho did not want to

JaMOS w. StOver, 086 Callo Uyriam, npoaking in
OPPOaitiOn, told Council his hone was ono of
thono most affoctod as hio back yard won
adjacent to tho existing powor lino and it
would probably bo purchased and dostroyad. Wo
said ho chono to Iivo in Sparko for two
roaaonoz tho right houno nnd tho good
govornmont. WO advised council when ho bought
his homo he had purchased upgrades worth
$20,000 ond hod apont anothor $20,000 ninco
then on capital improvomonto.wo said it was
not tho coot an much ae tho effort to mako hio
homo tho way ho wanted it. Wo oxplainad ho was
rotirod and on a fixed Incomo, that it had
tokon him four yoaro tolocato the right houoo
and ho would not bo ablo to rocovar tho
additional$40,000 ho had Invoutad.Wo oaid ho
wao 63 years old and did not want to spend
another 3 or 4 years finding anothor housa, if
ho could find ono 00 good ao tho ono ho ha9
right now.

Tapo 3, 0001
ChrintophorFrench, 950 Callo Hyriam, spoko in
OPPOsitiOn,stating his back yard fonca ie 220
foot from the baso of tho existing owor PO1OS

rand that tho County line 10 approx mately 100
yards from his proporty. WO told Counail Mr.
Mar had oxproanod oono of hia concorns but ho
~~tionod what would happen if tho a~n~r was

to sonaone*s satisfaction the
altornato route 1s used and thay jump across
tho lino 100 yards into tho County. 1{0alEO
notod a problem with tlmoly notification to
area raoidonts to pre80nt comont. Wo said his
concern wan in not knOwing thaae natters as
wall as tha financialsituationwhich had boon
oxpoood.

Mri Surke, 485o Hason Road, R~O;Lc;~ke in
opposition, tolling tho hcr
Involvonont has nuperscded tho fact the lino
runs near hor bono. Sha advinod that uho had
boon involved in fighting tho Alturas powor
line for a year and a half and oho bas
evaluated tbe powsr line both in the short-
tem and the long-tern instances. She notsd

I

1
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people in AltUKaB do not want to look at itor
liva next to it and they ara not xacolving tho
poworand paoplo in Rono fool tho say way. Sho
pointod out thot if the llno gons through sun
Valley, it will affect low Incomo houoing. Sho
said Sun valley already has a transmioslon
line running through it and it hos cnusod an
immense amount of aconomic damago. Sho stated
thoro aro laws to prohibit running of thc50
typos of llnos and dumping thoso kindo of
corridors on low incomo POOP1O. Sho said thoro
1s no way that anybody in any urban or any
rUral ro~idontial oraa should hava to try to
cope with a 325kv power line, they ara too
big, too ugly, too dnngorous and you donIt
send your kids out to play undornonth tho
powor lines. Sho ndvisod that thoso linoo aro
not compntibla with thi5 kind of life, they
havo no intcrost in pushing it onto nnyono but
botwoon Sparks and Sun Valley moro pooplo
would bo affacted. Sho said the effects aro
tho somo on Altura5,~~c~t~dlll~io~erdortownor
othor ro9idonts to tho
tronsmiooion lino and they aro looking for on
altornativo compatible to mooting SPPCOIs
goals. What their plan it doosntt do, cho
9aid, ia provido somo of tho long-term
benefits that SPPCO in sooking to achiavo with
tho powor line.

Aokod if any homen would have to bo romovod in
hor proposal, Ms. Ourko pointed to tho map and
spociflod an aree whoro ono or two might have
to bo removed. She pointed out that thi~ kind
of powor is very dosirablo to tho mining
industry ond thoro i5 a big pu9h to provido
blg transmission sorvico. Sho said they would
not bo looking at tho big picturo if they
think Washington Water Powor and SPPCO
combinod aro not qoIng to try to utilizo thono
transmission linis ihrougti our area. Sho
advised that this ic tho way that Sierra
Pacific is getting a foot in the door, that
they are doing sovoral things that are a
compromioo to raliobility and to concorns
about SWFS ond they aro not using roliablo
crltoria in sparks.

Asked who sho was ropro50nting, Mr. Surko
olariflod sho roprosontod Friends of Poavino
and NOPE (Woighbors 0 pOsIng

r
POwOr

Encroachnont) in Alturas, cal fornla, and tho
people in the Dordartown area who are
concornod about tho substation,

Fran Valontino, 481 Pine Meadows Drive, Wo. B,
and 970 Vintage Wills Drive, epoko in
0pp05iti0n,pr0Santin9 picturas to tho Council
of her Vintago 1{111s homa. Sho expreeaed
concern with notification of tho hoarlng,
stating she dld not know about it until a few
day5 previous and concern that she not know if
the route would have an effect on the proporty
ohe was purchasing. She said one of the
reason5 5he choso tho Vintago }11116lot wae
becauoo of tho beautiful V1OW all the way
around, that the purcbaoe was an lnvoatment
for her and her husband who will be retiring
in 3 to 4 yoaro ond tboy did not want to soe
345 volts of wbatovor flylng through tho alr
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In such a small comunity. Sho advised that a
120 volt powor lino is xathor largo and sho
could not envlalon somethingthat big and that
black going acruo tho sky and carrying that
much powor, especially in euch a small
comunity. Sho etatad sho totally objoctod to
thin taking place, that big businass hau a way
of getting their way simply bocauae littla
POOP1O aithor donst know they con bo hoard or
donet tako tho opportunity to bo hoard, Sho
told council it was a bad mistaka, that thoro
aro just tootpo;g altornativas and too much
land out that wouldnlt aCfOct
communitio5 that aro olroady bulit. She said
tho $12 million waa not componontionenough to
tho POOP1O as it could not pay for up radon

?and Improvomontn. Sho said eor $12 m llion
they could run it underground or just not run
itat011.

Loa Hcrfullon,9ao Vintago Wills 0oulov4rd,
speaking in opposition,adamantly objocting to
tho altornato routo. Sho told tho Counail nho
and hor family hnvo rondoa largo invootmontof
monoy, blood, swaat, toaro and improvementsto
their home and they did not fool an aMOUnt of
monoy could componnnto for that Invontment.
Sho said thio 1s not a tent you put up and
tnko down later and they had no idea when they
bought that houso that any kind of thing liko
thio would happen, that they aro flabborgastad
and appollod. Sho said 5ho would not want her
family, friends, neighbors or onomioo living
under or near somothing liko thio ond sho did
not want it in hor back yard. Even though my
houno probablywill not bo condomnnd, oho ooid
it would bo condomnod to hor bocauoo oho will
not Iivo nOXt to a powor lino liko that, that
nho eoolu it is wrong and ntlo ObjOCtB,
adamantly,

Chris Koehlor, 1654 Golddu5t DriVO, speaking
in opposition, ntatod ho was not ouro ho was
dirootly nffactod by thi5 but ho know ho wao
indirectlyaffoctad, 110nnid ho 5pont 5 yoar5
looking for the houno ho 1s now living in and
ho and his family apont four long grueling
months, ovor da ,~ y watahing tha progreso of
the house bo ng built. Itosaid they aro ablo
to livo with tho powor llnon running throu h

1there now but thin othor power linO C0min9 n
with ito now towaro and lines 10 ugiy, it 10
going toaffect them and their view and mako
tho neighborhood ugly and po5eibly roduco
proporty values llo otatod 1= was ronlly
against tho nltarnnto routo going through
Sparko.

Robort Drown, 926 Cal;: ;;ardiam,5poko in
opposition, stating movod from
aouthwo5t Rono to sparks and as a now resident
ho could hnvo chonon to livn an~horo in tho
city but he liked tho family atmoophoro and
sparks and chooe to livo in Vintago liillo
subdivision. lle thanked tho Council for
bringing this to their attontlon and tho Mayor
fon attending a mooting no one know about. }[0
told tho Council hla homa backm up to the
existing power line and ho was awaro of that
whan ha purchased his homo but he would not

9

havo purchaeed the home had ho known that
additional power lines might go in. Itosaid he
was not going to to5tify but tho council had
asked for redundant to~timony, ho doon objoct
to tho routo and ho thnnkcd tho Council for
bringing it to thair attention.

William Eck, 03G Cal10 Myriam, spoku in
OPPOSitiOn, ntating ho was probably tho “owost
arrival thoro and ho roitoratod whnt had boon
said. Ilothanked Council Member Phil Ziva for
bringing thi5 to thair attention ond noted
that they woro all very concornad. Ilo said
they all had epont a lot of monoy and all had
looked a long timo to find tho homo they each
wanted. Ilotold tha Council ho backed up to
tho powor lino and choso it that way but if
thn other powor 1ina t]adboon thoro they may
not hnvo bought that proporty. It@5aid they
certainly do not want to soo anothor powar
lino thora.

Poqgy Row, 9s2 Cnllo Myriam, opoko in
opposition,nddrossing tho noieo omitting from
the axioting powor line, stating sho could not
imagine what noiso from a second, larger lino
might bo. Sho said ovon though hor houno might
not bo affactad, Oho did not wont to 10SO hor
neighbors. Sho oxplainod they had bought their
proporty bacnuso it 18 nurroundod by County
oasomonts and they would not bo bumped up
against othor developments or subdivisions.
she notod they had a groat community with
hardworking peo la and it would bo a real

rwasto to put th n kind of ugly addition into
Sparks when they hnvo all mado such on effort
to makes Sparks bonutiful and dosirnblo.

Peggy Lonr Oowan, 527 Thoma Straot, neno,
Pranidont of Friandn of Rancho San nnfnol
Park, npoko in opposition, ond addrassod tho
quality of lifo in tho Truckao t60adowoand the
IlorthValleys. Sho oaid they know this powor
lino hod boon proponod for novornl yoorn, that
it ntnrtod oant of Sparkn and como though tho
contor of nono and now they hnva 5witchod to
tho east oido of Poavino and it takes them
through Dordortown, Anderson Acres, Raleigh
ltoighto,IIorizon11111sand down into what nho
had hoped to bs 0 now 1S8+ acre addition to
Rancho San Rafael Park. She otatad that tho
lino is nothing moro than an a~faofptt;graiso
profits for stockholders,
talking about 34s,000 volts, and it 10 :%
good for anything living: Sho lnformad Counoil
sha had attended tho Su5anvilla public hearing
and had made an onvironmontal impact 5tatomont
for tho record. Sho notod sho had boon unablo
to attend tho Reno meeting duO tO 0ur90rY and
felt tho cause, tho heart and qood of tho
comunity os a wholo had boon lost. Sho said
they nood to do thin os a community, Rono,
Sparka, Truckoo SSaadowsand tho )IorthValleys
togothor or wo won’t mako it at all. She
oxplainod that this is a farco and tho
Guggostion that Rano 1s in groat nood of pouor
isa joke but that is what they aro trying to
SO1l to ths powers that be who dacldo whore
this llno iB to go. she oaid they are using
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1983ma s to the nsutralobgarvorswho woro
rsuggest ng which powor line to f01low.

Aekod 1P oho had tostifiadbefore tho PSC when
tho projoct was approvad, M5. Oowon snid nho
had but it wan not a propor publio haaring an
ouch In tho Stata of Nevada bocauao California
was handling it. Sho pointad out that Nevada*5
environmentalimpact law5 have not boon put to
tho test in this.

HS, oowonnotodthoConcapthndboonaPPrOvOd
by tho commission,not tha routo. Sho said aho
had not participntadbocouso they had not boe
notifiod. She said tho important thing to noto
here is wo nood to toll SPPCO that tha llno
dooo not havO to bO 34510000 vOltsl it Can bO
broken down, It can bO taken narOOO QthOr
corridoro and it can bo taken straight to
Tracy without disrupting tho POOP1O who livo
in our comunitiao. Sho commontod that SPPCO
10 looking at its profit margins ond what it

‘Ywant tO putin a 20-acro
]rtown to froowhool

comoe down to in the!
powor 5ubstatlon at Bordo
mowor acros5 tho wastarn UnitedI Stata5. Tho
bottom line, aho said, in thay naad to havo a
community of our sizo to justify tho lino in
ordor for tho morgor betwoon Washington Powor

Powor to go through. Sho
B tho biaaast

and Sierra PacifIC
stated that tho POOP1O who havo
increa50d noc~ for pqw?r 1S nOt Tr~~kaO
Moadown, It io tho mining communities at
Cnrlin and Elko ond thatto what got thio whole

roportod that tho
in our direction is

lino started. Ms. Dowon
ranoon tho line in coming
bncauno tho DOOP1O In SusnnvI11O rondo a
roquast that -if- tho morgor wont through
botwoon WashingtonWatar Powor and SPPCO, they
would liko to havo sono of that choopor

power and their City Councilhydroolactric
ondoroad it.

Ms. Oowon pointod to a conflict in dates for
thO workshop ❑oOting schOdulad fOr MaY 22,
1995, noting thoro is an offiCial COUrt
hearing taking place in Suonnvillo that wook
to docido whothor or not thin powor lino io
coming or not. ShO said intOrvOnOr@ arO to
mako prosOntatiOns and thOra will bO 1°gal
tootlmony In ragard to that. She suggoatod
sparks havo roprosontativos thoro
intorvonor5 to otato how this lino wou;~
Impact Movada, onpociallyan no ontlty In this
whole area has ❑ otto say how this will affect
our comunitios onvironmontally or any other
way.

As tothe conflict in meetings, Hayor Broslow
sugge5ted it would behoove hor to contact
Weahoe County Comisslon Chairnan Jim Shaw, as
tha Comission bad set tho May 22nd meeting.
HS. Bowen notod it was important that they
work a5 a tean or they were going to have this
ehovod down our throats. Sha advised Council. . . .
that they keep moving the route where the line
is to go, depanding on who conplains the nest.
In closlng Ms. SoWon stated the we all live
here because we like the quality of life and
that neana we do not want the effocto of the
elcctrozagneticfields and we do not want that

11

tYPa Of visionary pollution hanging ovor our
parks, towns nnd communities. .

Laoann Stovor, OEG Callo Hyrlam, apoko In
oPPOsitlon, stating eho was not as oloquont or
WO1l var50d, but they have n wondorful homo
and wonderful neighbors. Sho said 5ho did not
know what tho impact would bo but thoro nro a
lot of children and it was hard anough on tho
oldor peoplo to movo but it was wor50 with
children. Sho said 5ho would go back to uuing
candlo5 and koroscne lantarns if thot was
nccosoary. Sho snid oho could livo with tho
powor linoo which were pranont when they
bought tholr proporty but sho could not
imagine a Fronkenstoin tinkortoy. Sho pleased
with tho council to kaop it away from Spnrko.

Stovo Elliott, a rosidont of Golddust Drive,
Satollito hills Subdivlnion, stated ho had
rcviowadmntarialo on tho altornato routo when
ho was drafting tho proposod ro@olution under
coneidoration. Wo said it appoaro that tho
routo haa not boon thoroughly studied by tho
pouar company as they havo indicntod, but they
do know tho 345kv lino in not going to bo
plncod on top of tho existing 125kv lino but
it would roquiro anothor lino that would
parallel tho existing line. WO pointod out
they did not know if tho lino was going tobo
on tho south sido or north sida of the line an
it pasees through Satollito 1[111sand Vintago
IIllle.lienoted If thelinois on thosouth
nldo it would hnvo tho groatant impact on
VIntago wIIIo and Cnllo Myriam on tho north
nido and tho homos would probably bn condomnod
bocauao tho powor company would havo to lino
tholr corridor in that area. If tho lino gooo
on the north sldo, Golddust Drive, many homee
on that etraot would probably bo condomnod to
wldon tho lina to tho north nida. woman to tho
immodiato north of tho corridor !n Satollito
11111sand tho wo5t nido of Vista would also
havo to bo condomnod. Wo oxplalnad that
Golddust Orivo sits above Vista and all those
homos havo viawo looklng across tho Truckoo
Meadows to Mt. Rosa and thay look across tho
existing poworIinonow, Iloadvised that their
ViOW would bo substantially impacted by
another hugo power lino going through thoro.
)10alao notad tho isouo of tho crackling of
tho lines, oepocially during rain or now or
lighting and that when you havo very high
powor linoo and high humidity, tho linOo
really do mako a lot of nolee. Ha eaid even if
tho corrldar wouldn*t be widened to take
somnbody!s homo, their impact would visually
addto thosoundand itwouldbo Immanse. We
said he certainly would hope that the lino
would go through an area thatgs not already ao
highly dovolo ed as it is in Satolllta 111115

fand Vintage W 11s.

Bob l[OyOr, 958 Callo Myriam, opoka in
OPPOsition, Stating be also backed up to the
fonco line. Ha notad SPPCO ropreoontetivos
have given then 4 date to complete the project
by the endof 1996andhewantedtoknowwhen
thiu would bo rocolvcd. Me said ho wanted to
know if they 5hould continue to lEprove their
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additional 300 feet of setback on each side of the line is
needed for the public health and safety of future ueee, it
ehould be addressed and justified in Section C.IO.

C.8-61. The EIR/S incorrectly states that the Tuecarora
project will pass through the Long Valley area along with the
SPPC project, thereby contributing to cumulative impacts.
The propoeed Tuscarora project leaves tissen County and
California eaet of Herlong.

C.9-11. The EIR/S etatee, t!Theonly known locatione where
significant construction noise will be generated are the
angle points and new access roads...l$ Staging areae are not
identified as significant noiee sites, which they undoubtedly
will be, especially with the use of helicopter. What will
the noiee contours be around the etaginq areas?

oPA.
8.13

C.9-13. Noiee impacts from helicopters are not diacuesed in
Section C.9. More information is needed about helicopter use1m
and flight patterns to consider the need to mitigate noiee
impaots to residences in Wendel and othsr areae along the

J

w

route and near the staging areae.
.

Part F. In the propoeed Mitigation Monitoring Compliance and
Reporting Plan, the County ie identified or euggest,sdin the
EIR/S as a responsible or participating agency for the
following mitigation measures:

Measuree G-2, G-3, G-4. Review potential of fault
displacement collapsing transmission line structures.

Ueaeures G-7, G-8. Review structure designe for
landelide/slope instability.

Measure G-10. Review Emergency Preparedness Plan
regarding potential impacts of major volcanic eruptions
on the project.

Maasure G-13. Review deeigne regarding corroeion of
structural eteel or concrete from corrosive soils.

Meaeure G-14. Review plans and geotechnical reports
regarding potential damage to structures from expansive
soils.

Measure L-13. As discuseed above (Page C.8-49) the
EIR/S etates the County should establish a 300-foot
setback for any future occupied structures along the
right-of-way.

Measure L-14. Participate in coordination meetings and
memorandum relating to the project and to proposed
projects adjacsnt to or near the transmission line to
coordinate construction activities and mitigate

3
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cumulative impacts.

Measuree N-1, N-2, N-3. Related to noise impacts on
sensitive receptore. The County would help monitor
complaint.

Measure P-3.
Plan.

Heaeures T-1,

Review Fire Prevention and Suppression

T-2, T-3, T-4, T-5, T-12. County Sheriff
and Road Department to review Transportation Management
Plan regarding road blockages, increaeed accident rieke,
restricted accees for emergency responsee. Will also
review Emergency Response Plan to addrese disruptions tc
roads in case of major accident.

Meaeures V-1, V-2, V-3. The County would help monitor
construction material storage and cutting of access
roads to minimize vieual impacte.

Although these mitigation measures refer to County
participation, the active role of the County on any formal
project mitigation monitoring team is unclear. On the other
hand, if the County hae no permitting discretion or
conditional approval over the projeot, how will it be
compensated for its participation in the mitigation
monitoring program for thie project?

4
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DEPARThiENTOF COhlPREHENSIVEPLANNING

PnblicAgency
CommentSet 9

Apr;l12,1995

JuliolkrlligmtiPctcrNumm,CPUC/LJLM
c/o AspenEnvironmcntatGroup
30423 CmI\voodSIrccI,Srrilc218
AgonrnNills,CA 91301

SUJ3JECT SlcrmPacificPmvm CmnpmryAln!rns TmnsndsslonLinePmjccl
Dmn ErrvironmcnmlImplcl Rcpo~n\,ironmcntrd ImpaclStolcrncnl
CPUCApplicationNo. 93-11-01S
U.S. JJLMCOSC#CACA.3140G

DcnrMs. linlligm~Mr. I{mmn:

\VashocComny nnd IIICCily of Rcnoarc johnly sponsoringIhc dcsigrrmadconstmctionof n flood
dclcn!ionfacility in the EvnnsCreek!ialcrshcd,\vhiclI is imrncdialclynonh of tlIc RanchSrmRtiacl
RcgimmlPnrknndflo~vs[hroughIIIC Urdvcrsilyof Ncvndo,Rcnocrrmpusondllm CiIy of Rcrmbefore
rc;ichirrglhc TnrckccR[vcr, TIICconstmclionof Ilds LIcOlly\vill prcvcnlflwd damagesin a 100 ycm
floodIhmorccslirrmtcd10bcover$4,000,UO0nndIllcrcforcisof majorimpormrrccto Ihccommunity.

1
TIICdesignrmdconslruclimrof thisfncililyisbeingpcrfmmcdfor thecmnmrmilybyIIICU.S.D.A. Nalrsml
RcsmrrccsCmlscmnlionScrvicc. TIICdmnis currcnllybeingdesignedos nncmlh filled slnlcnrrc(mllcd
cm!crclcis bchrgim,cslign(cdnsmr:dlcrrrmlrc)mtdIItc ncmcstborroivsitefor Ihc cloycoreor IIICcatih
filled slnrclrrrcis Iocatcdon WoshocCmrmyAssessorPmccl No. 003.020-JO, !vhicll is dcsignmcdns
scgmcmX, MP- 163in theDEl~JS.

n
PA.
9.J-

This properlyiso\vncdbyIhcFcdcmlGovcrmncnlnndis nndcrIhcjrrrisdiclismof Ihc U.S. FmcsIScrvicc.
VArshocComIIymrdtlIc ~ly of Rcrm,Ihrorrgllthe \VaslIocCouINyParksDcpassmcm,ImsinitintcdIhc
processor lmding for Ihc U.S. ForcslScsviccpmpcrsy,\vilh IIIC Intentof rcmovirrgIIIC ncccssmycloy
nmtcrinlforthedam,rcckrimingIhcbmro~vsitemrdhmdrend10Ihcdamsite,mrdIhCIIirscorpomtingIIIC
propcnyintoIIICRmlchoSmIRaLIclRegionalPink.

.IIIcNdncrrfIbis pmlxrly in termsof inclnsmninln IIICJLMCIISmIJtiIfitclNcgimsdPmk ISdlctit[cdby ils
openvismssrndsolilndcfor liking m!dbikeridingprrrposcs.AddingmsaddilionnlpmvcrJincthroughIIIC
pml]criy\vmddbc inlrrlsi\t. i)tldconhJjcopardilcIIICpinksdcpmlmcnl’sdesirefor tltcpropcrsy.For Il!is
rcasms.WashocCmmIytronldslmnglysuggestIlmtappropriatemitigationforcmrs!nrclimrof thisfsms~r
Iinc shouldbrc!udclhcpllcingofthc e~islingpo\!crlincsundergroundlhrosrghthislastscgmcnL 1

G-474

Tlmnk yon for Ihc opporsmli[y10commcnlon Illis project,:md ir tllcrc arc nny rptcs!ions,or fnr!hcr

itiormalimr nccdcd,pleasedono!Ilcsitatc10coltmyoJTrco(702-32g-3631)

&o@/,.
ActingFl;od ControlMrmagcr

cc: EvensCreek(BlockN) S!ccringCsrmnriRcc
WnslmcCountyPinksDcparJmcnl
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Aptil21,1995 I
Julie Halligan,CPUC/Paler Humm, BLM
do Aapan EnvhonmenlelGroup
30423 Canwood Slreat, Sulle 218
Agoura Hllla, CA 91301

SubjacL CPUC Appllcalion # (93-1 1-018) BLM Cage # (CACA-31406)

Daar Ms. Halllgan/Mr, Humrn

This loller contahra commanls on the Draft Environmental Impect ReporVStalemenl (f3ElR/S) for
the proposed Alhrraa Transmlsalon Line ProJact, My posll(on la Opan Space Planner wllh Iha
Waahoe County Department of Comprehenalve Plannhrg, I am Ihe alaff mamber Ihat alewarda
(he Washoe County Regional Open Space Plan and my commarda on tha proposed project are
made hr Ihls capacl~. The Department of Comprehensive Planning was made aware of tha
proposad projact aarly In Ihfa proceae. Al thal lima, I reviawad the Information available and tha
list of Iasuee and concarna (hat were 10be covared in Ihe forthcoming DEIWS. t fett that thfs list
waa comprehensive enough to addresa the queallona and concerns that the Department of
Comprahenafva Planning would hava with the proposed project. Your offlcea have not racelved
any prevloua comments from me because I fell It waa appropriate 10wait until the DEIR/S wae
releaaed anabllng me to utilize this information in parformlng a compfate raviaw.

BACKGROUND

The Washoe Counfy Reglonat Open Spaca Program Isacooparative effort befween tha three
local governments of Rano, Sparka and Waahoe County to preaewa our area’a abundant natural,
cultural, recreational andacerrlc reeourcea. AReglonal Open Space Plan (ROSP), adopledln
1994, deplcla the areas In the eoulhern porflon of the County where thase valuabla resourcas are
Iocatad, The ROSPoulllnaa thedifferant melhoda avaltsbla'for protecting thadealrad resourcea
when they are located on private land and descrtbea Iha ataps that ahoufd ba taken to coordinate
with federal land management agenclaa suchas the Bureau of Land Management (ELM) and the
U.S. Forest Service (USFS) for protection of !ha dashed resourcas on public lands.

Apubllc funding aourcethat will allow forimpfementallon of the ROSPdoeanotexlst. Glvantha
existing pofillcaf and economic reaflllaaof ourcommunify, a ballot Issue 10 publlcly fund opan
apacaacqulsitlon haaaquestlonabfe chance ofeucceedlng. Theabsence ofadedlcaled funding
source for the acqulsillon of private land pfacea an added emphasla on retaining the integrity of
the natural resources Ioundon thaexisllng public landainsoutharn Waahoe County, such as
Peavine Mourzlahs. Exlatlng pubflcfand6 coutdve~well andupcomprlafng themaJorlvof
ourcommunl~s oparsspaca syatomfor thofuture. PoavhroMountahzlo avorylm portant
pfeca of thlaayetamfor many raasona.

WASHOE COUNWISANEQUA L OPPORTUN\W EMPLOYER

FtilEINS, November1995

Proposed Afluras lrdertle ProJecl
April 21,1995
Page 2

PEAVINE MOUNTAIN’S NATURAL RESOURCES

Proposed transmlsalon line roufea (X & Y) from Bordarfown (CA.NV border) to tha City of Rano,
Iylng along Iha Northarn and Eastern ffanka of Peavina Mountain, are located on land designated
asopanapace lnthe ROSP. Thareaaon for Peavlne Mountain belngdeafgnatad asopan apace
la due 10tha exlslence of a mrmbar of afgnlflcant natural rasourcea, such ax
. Potenllalweltanda
● Straamsand rlpariancorrldora
● Senaltlve apeclea habllal(Webbata lvesla)
● Sfgnlflcantvilldlifa habltaland mlgraflon corridora (mufadear, black baar&mountalnllon)
● Vlaually lmpoflant ddgellnea, canyona, hllleandmountalna

Tha mapping of naturat rasourcas, preparad for the ROSP, waa used in analyzing the Impacts of
thepropoaad tranamlsalon tlneroule lnWashoe Coun~. Theproposed roulacroaaae atotalof17
''lntermlltant Slraams of Regional Slgnlflcanca'' (sea enclosure l), Thaproposad routacroaseaa
totafof 7aeparate rldgellnasandll hrdlvlduadcanyons( aeaencfoaure2), Theproposad route
croaaes atotalof 3proposad multl-use recreatlonatfrallq 1 heavity usadexlsting trail (Keyalone
Canyorr~ and a proposad fuhrre trail head facitify abova the Horizon Hills area (see enclosure 3),

Potantlal Impacla on stream channets and their associated rlparian habitat, aensltive apecles
habitat, welland areas and sfgrdflcant wlldllfa hablfat may poaslbly be avoldad wllh careful
pfannlng andpfacement oflower stmcturea andaccesa roads afongthe proposed roule. The
natural resource category fialed abova, Iha! could not beeffactlvafy protected ormitlgatad, 19:
'V19ually fmpoflant rldgellnas, canyona, hlllsand mountains'', Visual degradation wouldoccuron
the rldgellnaa and above the canyons of tha Northern flank of Peavhse Mountain if tho project la
approvad.

The proposed projact la not compatible wilh Ihe rocreatlonal land use found In the northern
podlonof Rancho San Rafael Regional Park andlheadJacant Keyslone Canyon area, Rancho
San Rafael boundaries are not properly recognlzadfn the OEIWS and the proposad projects
Impacta ontheperk arenotadequalety addresaad. Construction ofamojor powartranamlaalon
corridor through Rancho San Rafael Park could aet a precedent for other exlslhrg and fulure parke
and for preaawatton of open apace, A8 referred toeerl[erhr Ihla letter, the propoeed project
corridor could algo nagatlvefy Impact future racreatlonal trail uge on Peovlna and a propoaad
trallhaad faclli~ In the Horizon Hltls area,

NORTH VALLEYS ARM PLAN

Secllon C.8 (paga 19.20) of tha DEIR/S Ilsta and givaa a briaf description of the different Washoa
Coun~documanta thatare pedlnentto lhetransmlasfon llneproJect, The North ValleysAreaPlan
Is e part of the Waghoe County Comprehanslve Plan and apeclflcally addresaee the erea where
thetransmlsalors llneproJact lapropo9ad. Tfre DEIWSdoea noladaquately addrasatheemphasla
that ie placed on tha presawaflon of natural resourcas and visual quafil[ea of Paavina Mounlaht by
the North Valleye Area Plan, These pollclea (see encfosure4) Imparta sensa ofjugt how
important a natural feature Peavine Mountain la to tha cltlz&rzsof the North Vatleya and shoufd be
Included In the text of tha OEtR/S.
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Proposed Allures Inlertle Project
Apdl 21, 1995
Page 3

The Noflh Valleys Area Plan also Includes Pollcy NV,2,1 (see enclosure 4) dlrecllng Washoa
County to work wilh the appropriate agencies to develop a Isnd use management plan for Paavlne
Mounlaln. Tha alignment of the proposed project falla within the designated boundary for Ihe
management plan. Allhough the management plan has not been completed, Ihls policy desewea
to be Included In the DEIWS 10 underscore Ihe Importance of PeaVine Mounlaln aa a natural
feature 10the clllzens Ilvlng In Iha Norfh Vallays,

Ae stated In section C (pages 1343) of the DEIR/S, the portion of U.S. 395 from Cold Sprlnga to
Panther Valtey is designated aa a scenic corridor. The undisturbed condltlon of Peavlne Mounlahr
Is cetialnly a major component of Ibis scenic deelgnallon, and major power transmlsalon Ilnaa are,
typl~lly, not considered compatible vdlh such corridors.

CONCLUSION

The adopllon of the Washoe County Regional Open Space Plan makeg It very clear that the
public lands surroundhrg the urbanizing portion of soulhem Washoe County have taken on added
importance. The presewallon of tha nalural resources on these publlc lands la formally
recegnkad as bahrg an extremely Important component In mahdalnhrg our areaa quali~ of life,
For the reasons slated in this review, Washoe County would slrongly suggest that ssppropriale
mitigation for construction of this powar Iransmlsslon line should Irrcluda the under grounding of all
exlatfng power lines (segments X and Y) that ellher parallal or Intersact the proposed project.

Thank you for the opportunity to commenl on this proposed projact. If there are any questlona, or
furtfzor information needed, please do nol hesllale 10contact me at (702) 328-3S17.

.

7*-8III ~llney
Open Space Planner

Ww

cc Joanne Bond, CountyCommlssloner
Bill Van BNggOfl,U.S. Forest Service
60548.01
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PART G. COMME~S

Development must be done [n a manner that profacta the water regourcea 0! tho area hOm Si!lallOn
and polhrllom sfoggrsotIrrcreasaeroslorr.flooding and other surfaco walar damagw and presewea
and enhances the area’a water resourcas

FLOOD H~RDS

Tho Federal Emargency Menagomont Agency (FEMA) has hrdlcatad the 100.yaar flotrdplahrs In the
planning area. no potantlalforIOMIIZadflo~lngcaugsdby wlntarrains or summar cloudbursts 19
high IntheNorthVallaysplannlrtgarea,ospoclally In the drahtages of Peavhre Mountain.

Areas prone to Ihls typa Offfoodlng[rrclucfalandsborderinglhemouths of canyons, [ntarrrtlltant
slream chsnnels, alluvial fans and plsyas. Propor mlllgatlon of the hazards of bolhthe loo.yaar
Iloodplalns and that offlaghfloodingmustbo provldad for in alldavelopmerztprOp09alS.

The floodplains of Sllvar Uke and Swan hke are wllhln tha Iurladlctlorrs of both Rano and Washoa
Courtly,Regulallonof davelopmontwllhhrthasaaraagmust be coordhtatsdbatweenIhetWO
jurlsdlcllons,

WETLANDS

The U.S. Army Corps of Enghteers and the U.S. Fish and Wlldllfe Department have separately fS9Ud
a Serle9ofgoneraliztrdwetlandmaps. Thesemaps rrre for uge aa guides fOr p!aflnlng purfzosos Ofl!y
and were ugad In prapartng the Devalopmenl Sullablllty map. Tha polanllal watfand araas shown on
tha Davalopmam Suitability map were Idenllflad by tha fsdarsl aganclas from aarlal phonographs,
SOIIsurvays, and olher date, Only Ilmltad areas wera Ilald chackttrf dua to lack of accogs. Tfrare are
somo areas of non.wellands withhr the walland boundary. Tfrareforo. Iha DovaloPmanl suiloblll~
map should bo usedosa guldoonlyindo!orm[nhzgthoprosanceofwetlandsragulaledby thaU.S.
ArrrsyCorps ofEnglrraers,Anyona plannhrgtoconductany oarfhmoving actNlllos in or naar Iho
areaa Idamillw as potential watlands should contact the U.S. Army Corps ofEngineers fOr
Informallon on Iha pormlnlng procass,

POLICIES AND ACTION PROGRAMS

CULTURAL AND SCENIC RESOURCES

‘—> NV.l.l ENSURE THAT THE SCENIC QUAUTfES OF THE MOUNTAINS AND HILLS IN
THE NORTH VALLEYS PUNNING AREA ARE MAINTAINED

NV.1.1.1 Oavolopmertt on hlllsldas shall dlglurb the smallest araa possible.
Olslurbad solle should bo ro-vege!alad as soon as Is pracllcal.
Orought tolaranr/lhe raslgfant spocloo should bo tsgsd whera
approprlata.

NV.1.1.2 During dsvalopmerrt revlaw, prafarenco will bo gNen to proposols
Ihat mlnlmize hlllsldo davefopmant or othorwlga consewo slaep
dopos.

W.1:1.3 APPIY Courz~adoplad technlquas such as l~nslerabta
davalopmorstrights as dagcrlbad in Poltcy LUT.1.lS 10
development on the uppar slopes of Peavino, FracYsand Peterson
Mountains.

●—> NV.1.2 PRESERVEAND ENHANCETHEVISUALQLfALtnESOF THE NORTHVAWS
PUNNING AR~ AS VIEWED FROr,l U.S. 39S.

NV.1.2,1 The Washes County Oapartmant of Comprahensiva Planning shall
Invesllgata craaling scenic corfldor guldalhras In the proposed
Oavefopment Code. Thasa should apply to tho sagmant of U.S.
395 withhr Iho planning araa.

NV.1.2.2 Proposed davalopmonts shall ba ravlawad 10 onsuro Iho vlaw from
U.S. 395 Is prasarvod, Height Ilmllatlons and salbacks willhelp
presawo [ha visually promhrent rldgaa and agcarpmanls.

LANO RESOURCES

.—~ NV.2.I DESIGNATE PEAVINE MOUNTAIN ANO ITS ENVIRONS AS GENERAL RURAL
IN OROER TO PROTECT ITS WATERSHED, SCENIC AND UMITEO
RECREA~ONAL QUALITIES.

‘—~ NV.2.1.1 Washoe Countyshould work with tho appropriate government
agonclas and prhata parties 10 develop a land uso managomenl
plan for Peavine Mourtlahr.

NV,2,1.2 Changas In tha Iype or Inlansily of land usos In areas daslgnalsd
as ganaral rural for Peavlna Mountain should ba dalerred unlit Iho
complallon of the mansgamant plan for Peavlno Mounlalrr.

NV.2.2 PROTECT THE AIR aUALITY RESOURCES OF ~E NORTH VALLEYS
PUNNING AREA.

NV.2.2.1 Establlsh monllorlng srallons Ihroughoul the Notih Vallays
plannhtg araa in ordar to charoctorlzo Iho araa’s oxlsllng alr quality.

NV.2.2.2 Tho Ah Ouallly Task Forco ghould davelop an ah q~m
Implamantallon plan for Iha North Valleys planning area.

NV.2.2.3 Bulldhtg and slfrr daslgns ghall promofo tho uso of solar anergy and
genaral anargy efflclancy.

‘—> NV.2.3 PROTECT THE NATURAL RESOURCES OF THE NORTH VALLEYS PLANNING
AREA,

-> NV.2.3.t Ourlng development raviow of all usa parml19. Waghoo CounlY will
require appllcams to adoquataly addrass vlsuaf, natural resource.
socloeconomlc, and land use compalibllilY issues.

NV.2.3.2 Tho approprlata stale agonclas wIII ba ghan the opportunely to
ravlew and commarrt on all proposed davelopmenl projocls.
hrcludhzg spaclal use pormlls, in the aran.

NV,2.4 RESTRICT DEVELOPMENTS IN LANO AREAS THAT PRESENT GEOLOGIC
HAURDS AND WHICH SERVE HIGHLY VALUABLE ECOLOGIC FUNCmONS.

NV.2.4.1 fdamlfy faull Ilnes and dobrls flow araas on all subdkfslon msp9
which peso a throat to the publlo safety.

NV.2.4.2 Washoa Courrly wtil ensura maximum prolocllon for araas of
slgrrlflcant environmental concarn by discouraging degrading
aclklllas withlrr or adlacartt to such araag.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRON?.!ENTAL PROTECTION AQENCY

.+~+,’,W,”. REOIONIX

75 Havhhorno Slroel

San Francisco, CA 94105-3901

Nay 3, 1995

PnblicAgency
CommentSet 14

Julie Halligan/Peter Humm, CPUC/BLN
c/o Aspen EnvironroentalGroup
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Wills, California 91301

Refer to CPUC Application No. 93-11-018,
BLN Application No. CACA-31406.

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm:

The Environmental Protection Agenoy (EPA) has reviewed the
Draft Environmental Impact Report/EnvironmentalImpaot Statement
(EIR/EIS) for the projeot entitled SierEa Paoifio Power company
AltUra8 Tranamirdsion Line PrOjOOt. Our review ie provided
pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), council
on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR Parts 1500 -
1508) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Aot.

The Bureau of Land management (BLN), in collaboration with
the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), has prepared a
Draft EIR/EIS to evaluate the impacts of the 345 kilovolt (kV)
transmission line project proposed by the Sierra Paoific Power
Compan~ (SPPCo). The proposed action would inolude construction,
operat on and maintenance of the transm~ee~on line and support
structure along 164 miles of Federal-, State- and privatelY-
owned lands. The project would extend from the vicinity of
Alturas, California through Modoc, Lassen, and Sierra Countiest
California, through Washes County, Nevada to the vicinity of
Reno, Nevada. The proposed project would also inolude the
construction of two new electrical substation and the expansicn
of sPPcots existing North Valley Road Substation. The projeot
is proposed to supplement an existing shortfall in transmission
capacity for wholesale customers and to accommodate anticipated
growth in the Reno area.

The transmission line would be suspended from 730 70- to
130-foot-high etructuree spaced at approximately l,200-foot
intervals. The proposed project right-of-way would be
approximately 3,200 acree, not including substations,
construction access roads and staging areas.

FhalEIWS, Novmber 199S

i

The alternative fully analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS include
the proposed project alternative, an environmentally superior
alternative, alternative route alignments and substation sites,
transmission line alternatives, and a no project alternative.
Under the No Project Alternative, the Alturas Transmission Line
Project would not be built, leaving the SPPCO with an inability
to meet current peak and future baseline power demand in the
Reno/Lake Tower area.

! We commend the BLN for preparing a generally thorough and
well-organized document. While the analysis does contain an
informative broad-baaed discussion of the proposed action,

i certain issues ehould be diecuesed in greater detail and in come
inetances additional information ehould be provided in the Final

I
EIR/EIS. For example, we would like to eee additional diecueeion
of air quality conformity, biological resources, and project
description information. Our detailed comments are enclosed.

Based upon our review, we have classified this Draft EIR/EIS
as category EC-2, Environmental Concerns - Insufficient
Information (eee attaahed Summary of the EPA Rating System).
This rating refleots our conclusion that the Final EIR/EIS should
contain additional information, as noted. We would be pleased to
diecues our aomments with you.

I
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed

project and request that three copiee of the Final EIR/EIS be
sent to the attention of David Farrel (E-3) at the letterhead
addrees at the same time it is filed with our Washington, D.C.
office. If you have any queetione or wish to disousa any aepect
of our comments, please contact me at (415) 744-1584 or have your
staff contact Jeff Philliber at (415) 744-1570.

I

G- 487

Sincerely,

David J. Farrel, Acting Chief
Office of Federal Activities

Enclosures: (2)

Attachment A: EPA Rating Syetem (1 page)
Attachment B: EPA EIR/EIS Commente (3 pages)
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SWfvfhlARY OF RAT lNG DE~TIONS AN D FO1,LO}V-UP ACTION

Envlronmcnl nl lmDnct of th c Act~

LO.ldCkof Ohlecllo~

The EPA reviewhaa not identified any po[emial cnvimnmcmal impacls rcquhing subsbntivc changes 10 (he proposal.

The Icvlcw may have disclosed opponunilica for application of mitlgallms measures hat could be accompliahcd wilh no
MOIC Ihan minor changca 10 the proposal.

~C.EnvirOnmcrr131Cmscerm

TIIC EPA rcvlcw has Idcmificdcnvirmsmcnlalimfsac~lhal shouldbc avoldcdIn order to fully protccl lhc etwhorsmcnl.

Corrcclive nwasswcs nlay require changes [o tic prefcwed alternative or appllcallmr of ml!lgallmr measurca !hat can reduce

Ihc cnvironme[oal impact. EPA would fikc 10 work witi tic lead agency 10 reduce ticsc Impacla.

~0.Frwhormwntal Oblw~

The EPA r$vicw has idcnlificd slaslificml! crwhmmwntal Impacts llml must be avoided in order to Qrovidc adcqualc

prolcclimrfor thecllvhonmenl. CorIecIlvomeasurcamayrcquhcsubslamialchangesm ho preferredallcrna!lvoor
cmssidcfalienof somembcr PIOJCCIalternative (including tie ma action al[crnalive or a new altmnativc). EPA Intendsto
wolk wilh Ibc Icad agency 10 rcsbscc ticse impacls.

~11.patvilonnlenlallvIJmatisractorv

The EPA review haa Idcnllficd 8dve1sc cnvhonmcnbl Impacls shal 81c of sufnclcnt nlagnltudc rhat shcy arc
smsatlsfaclory from!hc sbrsdpolnlof envhonmcmal quallly, public heallh or wclrare. EPA Inlends 10 work wllh IIIClead
agency10reducelhcseImpacts. If rbe polwsllal unsallsfactosy Impacls are no! corrected aI Ihc fhwl Els stage, thi$propmal
willbcrecommendforrcfc(raltoIhe Council on CnvlfmsmcnSal Quafily (CEQ).

~dcrssmcv of lhc InwsnclStntcSncll(

Calcfirsrv1.AtlctIuau

EPA bcllevea Ille stran fNS adcqualcly sels forth lhc cnvlrmrmcrslallmpacl(s)or tic prcfcrrcdallmnatlvc and Ilmsc of
IIICallcrnatlves reasonably available 10 the projecl or acllms. No furticr analysis or d8h collcclhsn is ncccssary, but Ihc

reviewer may suggest Ihe addltlmr of clarifybsg Iarsguagc or information.

Cmcfimv2.!murficlcnlfnforma[inu

?he dran INSsloesnotconulrs sufficient in fmma!ion for EPAm fully assess envhmsmentil Impacts that should be
avoided in order m fully prolccl (he smvlrmlmcnt. or the EPA revlewcrhas Iden[ilitd new reasonably available allcmatives
Ihat are wi{hln Ihc SPCCIIUMof alwrnativca analyzed in the dran EIS, which coufd redoce the cswhmrmers!al impacta of the

action. The identified additional hsformallon, dala, analyses, or discussion should be included in the final EIS.

COICKOIY3.lt1ddeQu31e

EPA does nol believe Ibal she drafr EIS adequately assesses polemically slgnincanl cnvironmcnbl impacls of the acllon,

or the EPA rcvle!vcr has idcmined new, reasonably available allernallvcs U!a! arc outside of tbe speclrum of alternatives

an~lyzcd in !hc Uran EIS. whichshould be analyzed in order 10 reduce tic polenllally slg[lincant cnviromucnlal impacls.
EPA believeslhassbuidemincdaddhlonal infomlation, dasa, analysca, or discussions arc of such o mag!litude U!a! rhey

should have full pubtic review at a dran stage. EPA does not bcfleve Ihal she dtan EIS is adequa!c for die ourposcs of If!c
NEPA and/or Sccdon 309 review, and Ihrss should be formally revised and made available for pubtic conlnlent in a

supplemental or revised drafr EIS. On she basi$ of she pmenlial signif~ant impacts involved. Ibis proposal could bc a
caltdidate for referral 10 the CEQ.

●Fronl: EPA Manual 1MO, .Potiw andPrwedurcsforIheReviewof FederalAclimssImpactingsheEllvironmel!l.”

I

I

EPA DEIS COMflRUTs, ALTSSRASTRANSHISSION LINE PROJECT, MAY 3, 1995\

1. Page C.2-15L: The Draft EIR/EIS analysis of air quality
impacts does not include a disaussaionof project conformity to
applicable State Implementation plane in California and Nevada.
The Final EIR/EIS ehould include this inforsstationas well as
eignifioance criteria that account for conformity requirements.

oPA.
14.1

Pursuant to the requirements of Section 176(c) of the Clean
Air Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 7506(c), Federal agenciee are i
prohibited froassengaging in or supporting in any way an action or
activity that doee not conform to an applicable State
implementation plan. Conformity to an implementation plan meane
conformity to an implementation plan~e purpoee of eliminating or
reduoing the eeverity and number of violation of the national
ambient air quality etandarde and achieving expeditious
attainment of such etandarde. EPA has promulgated regulation at oL?j
58 Feder~ Beais ert 63214 (November 30, 1993) implementing
section 176(o). Among other thinge, these regulation eetablieh
de minimis levels determinations, exempt certain actions from
conformity determinations, and create ariteria and procedure
that Federal agencies muet follow for actione required to have
conformity determinations. If you have any further questions
regarding theee or other conformity requirements pleaee contact
Bob Pallarino in our Air and Toxice Division at (415) 744-1212.

&

BIOLOQIC8L REflO~CES CO~E~B

1. Page C.3-49: EPA is concerned about the potential for the
proposed action to divide or disrupt wildlife populations,
migratory patterns or, cumulatively, ecosystem. For example,
although the Draft EIR/EIS deecribes impacts and mitigation
measuree to compensate for aggregate loee of mule deer and

1

0fti
pronghorn antelope habitat, the Final EIR/EIS should include
analysie of the affect of the project on the long-term migratory
patterns of those epecies.

2. Paqe C.3-90. The Draft EIR/EIS reporte that wetlands would-
be affected by the propoeed project. It is the EPA~ Position
that wetlands are a scarce and valuable reeource.
approximately 90 percent of such habitat has been lost in
California, every effort should be taken to ensure that remaining
wetlands are retained. Executive Order 11990, Section l(a)
requires BLN to take action to minimize the destruction, loee,
and degradation of wetlande, and to preserve and enhance the
natural and beneficial values of wetlands. The Final EIR/EIS
should include language to ensure that the proposed project will
conform to EO 11990 in that all practicable meaeures shall be
taken to preserve wetlande in the course of project construction
and operation. .

0fti

1

G-488 .



.=..

1 h 1

- ——



PART G. COMMENTS

@

/
~+11 sc~

$ % ‘l:[:L.l’..([)‘ff.t~ ~ ~ l~!]!j

s ~ TomCat~OutdoorEducallonCoordinator14101OldVirglnlaRoadReno,Nevada89511(702)8S1.S640
%’

4 ~:, P+
April 12, 1995

PublicAgency
CommentSet 15

To Whom it may concern;

Each year I take approximately 350 students on field trips to the 1
Border Town area. We use Forest Service land on the road to Dog Valley.

I
We have been teaching wilderness survival to Washoe County students for

I

o;ii
the past 15 years. Our Border Town site is very Important to our program

and we would really appreciate it if this could be left as close to natural

wilderness as possible. Thank you for your consideration,

“ Thomas G. Cates

G-490

Program Coordinator
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MODOC COUNTY P~NNING OEPAHTMENT

202 WSST4M STREET Rt{i [. I\II-. II j I;:{ :: (; li.~:
Phonti [9161 233.6406

ALIURAS,CALIFORNIA96101

May 23, 1995

Julie Halligms/ Peter Humm, CPUC/BLM
c/o Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite218
Agoum Hills, Ca 91301

P~lblicAgency
CommentSet 16

Modoc County hascompleted review of the drafi environmental docnmen! for tile Sierra
Pacitic electric transmissionIinq CPUC application number 93- I 1-018 and BLM application
number CACA-3 1406. Comments and questions that have arisen from revie\v of the dran areas
follo\vs:

S~AFF COMMENTS IN GENERA[,
1. tnconsistencicsoccur in Ihc rtocumcnt regarding the pcrcentnges of federal mrd privato

lands the line crosses(executive summaryp44 and land uso section C.E-l). 10
fi!i

2. The project rtoesnot addressfuture abnndomrtcnt.This should inchrdc Ihc removal of
poles, and abandonmcrttof roads and revcgctalion, ]0L!i

3. Pngc ES-13 Ihc rorrlc nligmnent seclion stales a prcrcrcncc for “Segmcn! A, etucto the
fnct that this rors[cwould avoid many ofthc visuat and land usc impacts associatedwith
Altcrnntivc Segmcn! B Ihat cnnnol bc mhigntcd~’ Wc feel Segment A \vill visuatly skyline
the ridge and span the vattey ror a grcnlcr distance than Attcruative B, thus crcnting vistrrd

1

0L!j
impacts for a greater number of residentsmrd motorists. Segment B, duc 10its’ proximity
to the golfcoursc and rcsidcntiat useswill create greater hmd useimpacts. It is our
opinion that Scgnrent Atlas greater visual impacts thinsAltcmative B, but Icss Innd usc

impacts.

4. PageC.8.49 mitigation number L-13 suggeststhe county impose an additional setback
rrum the pnwcr tine. A 300’ sc[back from Iho power line may bc approprintc, huwcver, it
is innpproprinlc Ibr (1) the county 10meet the mitigation rcqniremerslsofltris project; (2)
not compensatethe property owner for Ihc additional loss ofusc in and abtsvcthe originat
right of way purchase. Iraddilional setbacksarc necessaryto securepublic safety, the
land owner should bc compensated.

5. PageC.7 15, H-7 states:“Blasting in hard bedrock may affect total aquirer
permeabililies, potcntiatty decreasingor increasing flow to nearbysprings or wells:’ We

~al EIWS, November1995
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need a contingency ptan in Ihc evcnl damage is done to a \valcr source. This might
inchrdc compensation to a property owner or federal pemrhtcc and/or remedying the JO/t;
situation.

6. PageC.8-31, the last six tines orlllc tast paragraph indicate tllal visual irnpacls woutd
bc sigrtificarr!. However, this conflictswiththevisual study. ]0[t6
7. PageC.8-5 1states that “constructing and opcraling Attcrnativc Scgmcrrt B would ntso

impact recreational use of the Arro\vhead Gotr Course, owned and operated by Modoc
County. ” Arrowhead Golf Course is owned and operated by the City of Alturas and not
the County orModoc. In addition, it is Iocnled within the city limits. If this attcmative is

10
L!i

chosen, residentially zoned tand adjacent to the souttIcm boundary of the golf course
would bc rendered usetcssfor housing. A suitable mitigation would inctude purchaseof
this propetiy and deeding it to the City for n GotfCourse driving rnnge.

8. Section mmrbcr C. I t. 1.4.5; “Ttlc City has no need for expansionof its wnstc\vatcr
systcm in the forescenblc filturc.” Atthough the systcm is not currently operating at

10PA.

capncity, alt avaitab!ecapacity is ncccssaryto scwice the existing vacnrn tnnds. In 16.8

addition, the plant is antiquated and the scrvicc tines need rcptnccment.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
Currently housing in boll) lhc city rmd the county nrc at cquilibriurn with only about 10

units avaitable. However, it appearsthere is an adequatenumber of motel rooms and R.V. sites
nvaitabtc to accommodate an estimated 40 workers in the ores.
Avaitablc R.V. spaces os Iistcd.
Belty Acres (Canby) 10 Niny (Atturas) 10 Shady Vale (Alluras) I
City Center (Attrrras)3 Sutly’s (Atturas) 3 KOA (Alturas) 57
CcdarvillcFair Grounds 30 Sunrise (Ccdarvillc) 12 LaundryR.V, (Ccdarville) 10
Most Likely (Likely) 15 Hamel (Likely) 22

The Division of Pish and Game is rcqucs!iag ttabital ond wetland mhi~ntions that inchrdc
the transfers of privale tand 10state and federal agencies. Modoc County requestsdisclosure of
the properties targeted for transfers or purchasesfor such purposes. Wc request the economic
impacts of such purchasesbc anatyzcdwi!lt regard to the tox bosc,cmploymem, and as a loss of
export dottars to the courtly. We further request IItat the impacts bc examined not as an isolalcd
event or at o timited point in time, but as a crmrutativo etTcctviewed both historic and projcctcd.
Be aware that Modoc County hasa no not toss poticy. Purctlasesof land, eilhcr dircclly by an
agency or indirccly by a Ihird party, for usc by a slate and federd~ovcmmcl~tisSllbjcct10review
by Ihc Modoc tlcdcrnl Lands Commission,

The greatest cornrovcrsy occurs in SegmentsAOI through COI on the preferred route and
BO1 through CO I on the alternative route. The issueswithin thesesegmentsare retatcd to visual
and wildlife concernsas the project skytines the ridges and spansthe valtcys that lie between these
segments, Possible Mitigations to Ihese impa?!s include
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Where Ihc power line can be seenfrom l{ighway 299,39SandComIIyRoad53,
helicopterplacementofslwclurcswillminimize the visuals created by the tree trinurlirrB and canh
disturbing activities related to road constmc!ion. Lo\vcrirrg tower heights will reduce the effect of
skylining. Relocating slnrclures that parallel the rim will also reduce the amount ofskytinirrg. hs
addition, further study of an alternate roule that spanslessof lhe valley would rdsoreduce wildlife
impacts and visuals.

.

Theinstallation of fiber optics could greatly enhancethe economic marketability of the
county and the city, as well as, making tho latest Icchnology available to residents. This isarreis
very important to the City and the County, thercforo, we request a point of presencebo placed at
the closest and most accessiblelocation to Chizcns Utilities awitctrirrg station.

AGRICULTURE
1. Seedsused in reclamation must bc certified.
2. We request a copy of the botanical study to correlate with future weed control
programs.
3, Responsibithy and arrangementsfor Rlturc noxious weed control needsto be
corrcla!cd with the County Agricultural Commissioner.

o,s!t2

AtR QUALITY
I

1, Air quathy pcrrnils may be required depending on the type of cquipmcrrt used and the

amount of tigitive dust cnrissions. permits may bc obtained lhrou8h the County

Agricultural Commissioner. 1’01:$4

2. Watcrhrgof dirt roads maybc required.

ASSESSOR
The County of Modoc would like to receivethemwimurnbenefit from the allocation or

reallocation of salesand use tax dollars. This may rcquiro the contractor to use various
approachesprovided for in the taxation code. Such as, but not limited to, requirin8 contractors tc
obtain sub.perrnits for taxation at the job site. Wc request Sierra Pacific Power do a thorough
review of various approachesprovided for in the Taxation Code and emptoy an approach or
combination of approachesthat witt result in the greatest allocation of tax dotlars to Modoc
County. --

Pleasecontact the Planning Department for questions or comments regarding theseissues.
Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely, H

&&
Planning Director I

RESOLUTION OF THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
OF THE COUNTY OF MODOC

ADOPTION OF MODOC PLANNNG COMMISSION
RESOLUTION NO. 95-06.AND REQUEST AND ADOPTION OF

MITIGATING PROPOSALS

RESOLUTION NO. 95-35

WWREAS, Sierra Prrcific Po\ver hrts submitted n request for rcvie\v of the Atturas

inter-tie trmssmission line; rind,

WEREAS, ht\vfid rmd due no[ice ofthc Plmrnin8 Commission meeting \vus 8ivcn

by publication jndicModoc County Record rmd by posting in public places; rind,

WFIEREAS, the Pbsnnin8 Commission nRer duc mld carefid considcmtion ofdle lhcIs

rmd substantial public tcs!imony presented in connection with the request, msd its effects on
the beatth, safety and welfare oftbe community, rrdoptcd Plnnnin8 Commission Resolution

95-06; and,

WFIEREAS, [his Board a~cr duc rmd careful considcmtion of rdl of the above,

to8cther \vitb the comments and discussion at the regrdarty scheduled public hearing with

regard to the above on May 2, 1995; and,

W}IE~AS, the Bonrd finds good cnusc therefore;

NOW TNEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, tbnt the Modoc County” Bonrd of
Supervisors supporss Planning Commission Resolution 95.06 and supports Ihc comments

mnde byCounty staff.

BE IT FURTIIER RESOLVED, [hat tllc Modoc County Bonrd ofSupervisorsfeels

that the projecthas little benefit 10 the county nlld thnt tile county is btaristg cumulative

environmental impacls along the full length of the corridor for the service and convenience

1

01$+6
ofotherregions. Therefore, the Board believes that the suitnbtc mitigrttion to the project

should inchrdc nll of the follo\ving:

G-492
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1. PREFERRED ROUTE

A. In order to rcducc the visunl skylining cffccIs, preferred route Sections AOI

through A03 need to bc moved North 300 feet and the height ofthc towers reduced to eighty

(80) feet;
1-t

B. Sections A03throughA05need to be buried; IQPA.
16-16 !

2. ALTERNATE ROUTE
I

!

A. Sections BOI through BMP3 need to bc buried.
J

3. Inordertofurthermitigatetheimpactofthcprojecttothiscountyandtoallow
lhccounty economic benefit from Ihc project Ihc ins[alhrtion of fiber-optics tclcphonc service10ll?i7tothe Citizen Utititics Switching Stntion in the City of Alturas, should bc included in the

project.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular mcetirrg of the Bonrd of Supervisors of the

County of Modoc held on this 16th day of May, 1995, by the fotIo\ving vote:

AYES: 3

AT~EST:

NOES: O

ABSENT 2

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS OF T14E COUNTY OF MODOC

“~~

2

FinalEWS, November1995

I

1,FAMINEMAOW, FAOOOO~ GLSRI
00HERE8YCE~W THATTMISISA-L
IRUEANDCORREC1COW OFTHEORmlNAt I
wGUME~ OHFILEINMYOFFICE.

*-”’’:a+ti~d/&:

~llltiESSIIY NA~&DANOOFFl~ LSEALIM18
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MODOCCOUNTYPLANNINGCOMMISS1ON
RESOLUTION95-06

WEIEREAS, Sierra Pacific Po\vcr hns submitted rr request for rcvic\v of the Alturas inter-tic
po\vcr transmission Iirrc, and;

WIIEREAS, Inwful ruld duc notice ofthc mccling \vrrs given by publication in the Modoc’

County Record ond by posting in public phrces, rural;

WFIEREAS, the Plnuning Commission nltcr rtuc nnd carciid considcrntion of the Ihcts rrnd

substantird public testimony presented in connection \vith the request, and its effects on the
hcnlth, snfcty nnd wclfnrc ofthc community, find the follo\viug:

t)

2)

3)

The Drrdl Envirorrmrmtnl Impnct Stntemcnt fnils to comply \\,ilh IItc follo\\Jing
issues in the Modoc County Ocncrul Phm:

n) Segment AOI and Altcrnntc Segment DO] fnil toprntccl crilicnl \vildlifc nnd

\vildlilb Itnbi[ul.
b) Segment AOI nnd Altcmntc Segment 110I fnil to protect criticnl vie\vs open

to the public rmd ofgrcrrt vnluc to the public. 1

0lltO
AIIhough we rccognizc economic bcncfr[, \\,c urge you 10rqjcct buth ScgnlcnI A ]0l!t9
and Altcrurrtc B nsproposed rou[cs.

‘Ihe Phnmiug Commission supports the rcvic\\’ und cmnmcnts us put fi~r[h by the
Mndoc County Plnnning Dcpnrlmcnt nnd Modoc County Road Dcpnrlmcnl.

TIIEREFORE Bt! IT RI; SOLVED, IhUI the Modoc County Plnnuing Commission ndopts
rcsotution 95-06 and rccomnrcnds to the Board of Supcwisors the Plnurring Commission

Resolution 95-06.

1



On IIIC motion of Commissioner Madison, and seconded by Commissioner lIamcl,
IIIe nbovc find foregoing Resolution tvas passedmsdadoptedbytileModocCounty Planning
Commission on IIIC fourtccnlll day of April, 1995 I>y[I)c follolving vote, to \vit:

AYliS: 5.

NOES: O
*

AllSEN’fi O

ABSTAIN: O

I’ntricin A. ~lnrk, Sccrclary

Modoc County Planning Commission

2

Modoc CountyPlnnningCommission

G-494
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Departmentof Energy
BonnovllloPoworAdmlrrlslrallon

P.O. BOX3621
Portland, Oregon 97208-3621

Pnb]icAgency
M8Y25,1995 CommentSet 17

C

PA.
17.4

c[$6

Julie Halligan
Peter Humm
CPUCJBLM
do Aspen Enviromrrentd Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite 218

i
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

I)car Ms. HrdliganandMr. Humnr

We have rcvicwcd the Nturas TransmissionLhro DrnR Environmental Impact RcpotiStatemcnt ,

(DENS), CPUC ApplicationNumber93-11-018, BLM CasoNumberCACA -31406, Tho
cornrncntspertain to Bomrcvillc Power Admltistration’s @PA) portion oftho transmission
interconnection and tho communications interconnection. The rest of Ihocomments aro general
nrrdrepresentBPA input, Consolidated conmrentsaro included balow:

I ES-2, last Insert &cept for tkeflrst tlvo tnilm, tkeproposed trmrsurissloa,.,.,.
IParagraph (~. 0I#i

ES-2,last I. Insert behind secondscntcncc Tkefirs/ tIvomiles lvonldkrrve85foot Jtigh
230-kVdonble circuit vvoorJpoledH-frrmrestructures iprrced about 700 0L!ifeet opati

A-1, 12, Insert at the beginning Tkeproposnl lvoald crlsoreqtdre n 2-nlile double
circuit 230-kVlirrefrom tke BPA Ikreto the uetv substation NJVof n;!j
AItnras.

A-1, 12. Insert aRer @SFS), BonnevillePotverA[l\tritristratiolt,,...,.,
A-12, 13. Chango“190 W’ to 252 MIK
A-25, f?. Improve Transmission Sewico. Move the first scnlcncc ofthc flfih P that

saysTheproposed bojecl $vonldprovldeBPA an rrlternnllve~vlteelhtg
pntlt for sewlce to //s customers.totho beginning of tho fourth P.

A-37, 13, first Change“two nuclear plants” to one nnclearplnnt
sentence,

B-1, last f. Add aslastsrmtenccBPA lvonldconstruct, ouw, curdoperrrterr2-udJe
segment connectkrgan uis(ing BPA 230-kV line to a netv sabstatlou

,-

I nenrAltnras. v

B-3, aheadof f13. I Insert BPA’s 230-kVuortion ~vouldase double circuit 230-kV )VOOIIvole m.
H-frotnestructures, ;boat 85feet trilland sprrccdcsbont700feet op;ti w

B-4, add the DPA transmissionline
followingto Tnblo ● Route length 2 miles
B-2. ● Stnrt at BPA’s uisting 230-kV line, N}Vof Aknrcrs o1;$0

. Terminateat trervHilltopSubstation NIVof Alturas

B-5, 13, second
sentence.
B-11,12,tldrd
scntencc.
B-1 1, f12, fourth
scntenco
B-1 1, f12, fourth
sentencoat the end,
B-11,12,finh
scntcncc.
B-11,12, end of finl
scntencc,

B-1 1, fi2, sixth
sentence,
B-1 1, fi2, cnd ofthc
sixth sentence.
B-1 1,13, first
scntenco.
B-1113,cnd of
paragraph
B-13
B-15
B-16, Figure B,2-6.
B-17

B-17, fll, finh
;entcnce,

3.2,2,4

4

● WVtvkJtJI125 fief.
● Structures daub!ecircuit 230-kVH-frante ~vood
● Conductors: sh single ~vires
. SldeId vvirm: I pairfor
● Struclnre heigltt: 80-85feet
● Distance betrveenstructurm: about 700feet
● UpRradeuisthrg road and build tretvspur roads to structures
AddFrom tap point, a donble circuit 230-kK,,,,,

Change “Singlo pol~stnrclures.,,,,~’ to Double circuit 230-kVH-fratne
slruclnra,,,,s
Add The345-kVH-fratne..

Dclctc tll~eigll%%ingl~ol~tmetur~oulkngefmM40-td30,

AddThes(eel H-frame

Delete “the height of single pole structures would range from 110 to 130
feet”, and rcplaco with the }voodH-fratue structures Ivouhlbe about 85
feet talL
Add The avcrago spanbctwccn tke 345-kV stnrcturcs,,,

Addandfor tke 230-kVstructur~ 700feet

Add345-kVstNcturcs would...,,,.

Add Tlte 230-kVportlon tvonldsuvnoti sk nottstrccalarcomluctor tvire. .
rnd tIvoshield tvjres
fcw diagram,
;hongc Aturas Substationto H///top Substation,
;hango AJturasto Hilltop.
;harsgo Nturas to Ili/Jfop on the page and throughout the rest ofthc
Iocumcnt.
rhis statement concludes that tho nortllcm substationis Iocalcdwest of

BPA’s Wamcr substation. The msp shows it being Iocatcdtoward tho
south.
Conrrntsnicationfacilities. Add the following: BPA isproposing to
collocate ~vitl~an misting site user, a netv narro~vbant~poiut to point
nticro~vaveradio repeater at Happy CampRadio Station sith The
trdcro~vaveradios ~vouldlinkfrom tlte nervHilltop substation via Happy
Camp to tke uisthrg CaptainJack substntiom If collocation Is not
possible, tlrerra site ~vorddbe developedIvJdcJ;~vouldetrcotnpassa 15.24
m (50ffl x 30.48 m (100$) area borderedby a ckaln Jitrkfeuc~ TJie
building tvouJdbe 3.04 m (10f~ x 6.08 n! (20f~ block structure ~vitka
nervndcrotvaveto~verand enRineReneratoru4tJtpropane tank as backap

FhalEIWS, November1995 G-495
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I electiciu. ACCGSto the site would be 2-3 thna a vearsrhtsodditiotral
etwergen-cy occa~ BPA will udliw&sh’ngndcro-wave-radiosites at
CaptainJackSubstation and lVarnerSubstadom BPA will retaiwond
use the &sting UHFradio Iinks$rontJVartterSubstation via Happy
Catnp to Buck Bune For twobileradio covera~e,there is aw aistittg

I VHFrepeaterat Happy Catup in the W&E ra~jobuilding. -
B-29, third sentence I ChangeTheJoId-in ofthc Nturas,,,.to The loop-in oftheAlturas,,,
from top of page.
B-29, B,2.3.2, TransmissionLine Construction. Add the following to BPA’s propodion,

BPA would construct, own and operate a Z-tnile doub[ecircuit 230-kV
line woodpole H-frantestruchtr~, about 85feet tall atrdspacedobout
700feet apad,from the BPA line to the new substationNIVof Alturos.

B-32, Table B-3, LeR cohtm~ secondrow, changeoverload to overlattd,
B-32, Table B-3 Nght column, secondrow, add the following bullet:

● along 230.kV portion where no road currently exists
B-32,Table B-3 Nght colu~ ttird row, add the following bullet:

● along 230-kV portion
B-33, 12, Add the following to the end, Itwprovetnentand trewroafi along Ike

23&kVsegtuent trravincludeplacement of graveUrock
B-33, f13. Add the following to the end, ~ee retuoval would be coordiwafedwkh tkc

ForestService along the 230-kVpotiion.
C.8-3. Chnnge Aturas Substation to H//kop Substation.

c.a-3. Change Nturas Substation to Hi//top,

oI!iu
ol;i2
ol;t4

If you have additional questions regarding the comments, I can be reachedat (503) 230-3797.

Sincerely,

Nchard Stone
Environmental Specialist

G-496
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R1.(,l”i~i[. ij ~Ull II !) 19g~

O,-.-,. DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
1’. :1 /$f*,,:. SIERRA ARMY DEPOT

~~-~)

HERLONQ, CALIFORNIA0S113

.l,LY*O
A,,*W1lONOr, May 30, 1995

Environmental Management
Division PublicAgency

CommentSet 18
California Public Utilities Commission
Bureau of Land Management
a~o Espin Environmental Group
30423 Kenwood Street, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, California 91301

Gentlemen:

Upon review of the Sierra Paaific Powerline Company (SPPCO)
Alturas Transmission Line Projeat, request the following
questions be addreesed in the upcoming Environmental Impact
Statement:

Where the transmission line crosses Sierra Army Depots
(SIAD~.Main Mag Road, will SPPCO keep accese open for daily use?

b. Will SPPCO maintain access (keep it graded and watered)
during construction?

IF SPPCO requeste SIAD to uee an alternate route, will
they ~~intain (keep it graded and watered)?

d. If SPPCO
will SIAD be able

The point of
(916) 827-4565.

does not maintain accees or alternate route,
to bill them for our resource expenditure?

contact at Sierra Army Depot is Wayne Dreyer

sincerely,

J6Q.
A..G: Rices
Director of Public Works

FhalEIWS, November1995
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WASHOE COUNTY

@

**,!Jo,

i ‘%
DEPARTMENT OF PARKS& RECREATION ,.

‘~.,,~*,.+

2601PLUIAASSTnEEl
POSTOFFICEUOX 11130

IIENO.NEVADA09b?00027
PNONE(70210286642

FAX17021829.001.1

Julie Halligan/Peter Humm
CPUC/B~
C/O Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood St, Suite 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

PublicAgency
CommentSet19

RE: Alturas Transmission Line
CPUC Application Number 93-11-018
BW Case Number CACA-31406

Dear Ms. Halligan and Mr. Humm:

As chairman of the Rancho San Rafael (RSR) Advisory Board I am
writing this letter to inform you of recent action taken by the
Advisory Board. Rancho San Rafael is Washoe County’s premier
rsgional park and offers a wide range of activities including
picnicking, playgrounds, an excellent museum and arboretum
complex, hiking and mountain biking. The park exkenda from the
old pastoral ranch lands to a scenic uplands overlooking the
Truckee Meadows.

The 1990 Mastsr Plan established the advisory board, whose
members are appointed by the Washoe Board of County
Commiesionere, to overeee development of the park and advise the
Waehoe County Park Commission on matters pertaining to RSR.

On April 13, 1995, the RSR Advisory Board met and considered an
agenda item titled *Sierra Pacific Power Company~s Proposed
Alturas Power Line/Propoeed Forest Service Land Exchange for
Evans Creek Dam Borrow Pitt. Thie refers to the proposal by
Sierra Pacific Power Company to route a 345 kv power line along
the current boundary of RSR. Discussion of the matter pointed
out some issuee in the draft EIR/EIS that are in error. The
draft EIR/EIS by Aspen Consulting is based on old maps of the
area that do not reflect recent and future additions to RSR.

For example, in 1993, William and Darbara Thornton made a large
gift of land to RSR that included the entire headlande of the
current park. The proposed power line route ie immediately
adjacent to and overlooke that addition. In addition, the draft
EIR/EIS faile to mention current negotiations between Waehoe
County Parks Department and the U.S. Forest Service aimed at
transferring a parcel of federally owned land to RSR. The
proposed route traverses this parcel and thus will cut directly
across RSR when the land transfer is reads.

Julie Halligan/Peter Humm
Alturae Tranemieeion Line
May 18, 1995
Page Two

At the April 13 meeting, commente were offered by membere of the
advieory board and several members of the public. The minutes
of that meeting will chow that not one voice was raised in favor
of routing this major power transmission line at its current
proposed location.

The RSR Advisory Board unanimously passed a resolution to inform
the relevant agencies of the issues at RSR and recommend
strongly against the current proposed route. Power transmission
lines of this size are clearly not compatible with parks and
every effort ehould be made to prevent the obvious effecte of
such a project on RSR. . .

Sincerely,

@;./ [~h
Bill Albright, Chairman
Rancho San Rafael Advisory Board

BA:Cp

iiRsHoE cour~ry ISmJ EOUAL opponru>:]rvBmLOYm
.
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As chrrtrrnrmof the Rancho San Rafael (RSR)Adviso~ Bosrrd I i~ writing (his
letter to infoml you of recent action taken by the adviso~ board. RartchoSan
Rafael Is Washoc County’s premier re~ional park and o fers a wide mrrgc of
fictivitics hrcludhrg picnickin , pla rorrndg,an excellent museum nnd nrboretmn

R
f “{f {com lex,hiking and mounts n b] rrg, The ark extends from Ihc old pastoral

rant lands to a scenic rrplandgoverlooking t e TmckeeMeadows,
The 1990 MrrstcrPlanestablishedtheadvisoryboard,whose memberg are
appohrtedby theWashoe CountyCommission,tooverseedevelopmentofIhe
~~mrd advisetheWashw countyPark$Cotrrrrrls9iorrmsmattelspertaining to

On Apfil 13, 1995 the RSR Advisory Board met and considered nn agenda item
titld ‘Sierra Pnclfic Power Comprmy’s Proposed Altums Power Mrre/Proposed
Forest Scrvicc brrd Exchange for Evrtrrs Creek Darn Borrow Pit’, This refers to
the proposrd by Siema Pacific Power Company to route a 34S kv power Ihrc
along the current boundar of RSR. D]scusslon of the matter olnted out sornc

4 flSSUeShl thedraftEIR/ IS that nrc in error The drdt E R~lS by Aspen
Consulting is based on old maps of the nrea that do not reflect mccrrl and future
addltlons to RSR,
For example, in lM, William nnd Barbara Thornton made a large gift of Innd to
RSR that Included the entire headlands of the current park, The proposed power
Iirrc route is immedintcly adJrr~rrt to nnd overlooks that nddillorr. In addition, the
draft EIWEIS falls to mention current negotiations between Washoe County
Parks Department and the U,S.ForestServicerrlmdatIrarr$ferrtnga parcelof
federallyowned landtoRSR,The proposed route traverseg this pnrccl and thus
witl cut dlreclly across RSR when the Imrd trnnsfcr Is made,
At the April 13 meeting, comments were offered by members of the advisory
borrrd rmd sevcrsrlmembers of the publlc, The minutes of ttnrt meeting will show
thrrt not one voice was mlsed in favor of routing this major powt:r transmission
line nt its current proposed Iocatlotr.
The RSR Advisory Board unanimously passed a rcsolrstion to inform the relevant
agencies of the Issues at RSR and meommend strongly against the currcut
proposed route, Power trarrsrrdgslonlines ofthissizeam clarl not compmlble
with parks and eve

such aprojcct oil RS~ ‘ffoR should be

imade to prevent the o vious effectg of

Bilt Albrtght
Chaimmn, Rrmcho San Rafael Park AdvisoryBoard
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United States Foreot tt@oldt-Toiyabe National Forents

:3
Department of Servico 1200 Franklin Way
agriculture Sparks, NV S9431

File Coda: 2710/19S0

Date: June 2, 1995

Julie Walligan/Feter HM CERTIFISD ~IL-RBTURN

cPuc/BLM RECEIPTREQURSTSD
CIOnnponSnviromental Group
30423 Cenwood St., Suite 218

AgOura Nine, Cn 91301 PnblicAgency
CommentSet 20

To Whom It May Concern:

This letter swarizes our fomal response to the DSIS for the nlturas Power

Tranomionion Line Intertie project that io propoood to cronn 7-@ miles of the
Toiyabe National Forest along the northern SlOPeS of PeaVine Mt. Paralleling
liq 395. Comente will be referenced by page rider of the DSIS.

n-58/59 - The level of intereot from publics on the proposed route acroes NFS
landa indicatoo to ue t,hatthin area has higher public values, primarily
related to open space and vloual Wality, than we realized. Therefore, in
comparison to the Eantside Routs 2, it may well be on balance that there is an
environmental advrrntageto any alternative including the Eaotaide Routo 2 that

1
0:tl

does not encutier Peavine Mt. It appeara that the visuel and open apace
concerno on Segments X and Y of the preferred route need stronger weighting in
comparing alternativoo.

B-62 - It appears agein given the public intereet that further analysis neede
to occur on ewanding tho North Valley aubotation and eliminating the
Dordertown aubatation.

1
We do have a concern that uoero of the Toiyabe National

Foreet approaching the Dog Valley area from Bordertow will have their o:ki
recreation experience adversely affected by viewing either the outstation or
overhead powerlinea.

B-68 - Given the issue of visual and open ~pace concern along Poavine, along “
with our recent ac~ioitlon of e600 acreo Of lande on Peavine for open epace
purposee, it ia evident that the only way to mitigate these concerns ie by
undorgrounding facilities acrosa NFS lande on the Toiyabe NF. Therefore, we

nluethave a full discuoeion of this alternative in the DSIS. The analysis muOt
contain the comparison in resource effecte between overhead and underground.
It appears there may be two wayo to accomplish this alternative. One in to
bury a 345 xv line. Another is to bury a lower voltage line, such aa a 120 WV,

from a substation, wherever that may be located, prior to entering NFS lands.
.

Page 2

B-e3 - The Nevada Route alternative noemn to offer tho leant enviromantally ●

degrading alternative. Although we are not femiliar with the Alturas-LADWP
corridor, it only impacts 47 mileo of new corridor as opposed to the 164 milon
of new corridor that will be established with the Dreferred route. This chould
be a very clear superior environmental advantage. Given the concernB of
croseing Sparks, perheps either another substation could be constructed
nomewhere to avoid Sparko, a lower voltage line could be inotalled from Tracy
to Reno, or undergrounding could ba facilitated. It eeemo that the LADWP line
io the logical north-oouth route to tap Northwaot hydroelectric power i,n
Nevada/Eastern California. Eotablirrhingan additional north -rrouthroute in
thiB region seems both redundant and environmentally unacceptable to the publ ic
lands. The Management Decisions Swary (1987) for the Lahontan Rasouxce

.Area, pages 25 and 26, oupports this premirre. There is no diocuaoion that we
could find in any B~ planning docmento thet supports the notion of a new
north-couth corridor along 39S. .

C.3-56 - Off -site compensation. There hao been a ntier of comentn raiood
about the proliferation of powerlines in the Rarrcho San Rafael Park area. One
of the mitigation meaauree for the preferred propooal that neede diacuaoion in]0ft
the docment is undergrounding other transmission lines in this araa.

C.3-79 - Includa the USFS aa additional party. We are not sure if USFWS wafi
meant to ba USFS in paragraph B-6 and throughout this section C.3, 10:k
C.3-83 - Golden Eagles have been reported in the Norizon NillD araa.

I@

c,8-24 - Include the PeaVine Mt. area in the laOt paragraph. Recreation
activities include bike riding, horoeback riding, and hiking. 10:ti
c.e-61 - We recomend that USFS land be de~cribed more accurately ao NFS (
National Foreot Syotem) land. ]0USFS io an agency, not a landowner. Thie should
be done throughout the docaent.

:ti

C.1O-23 - Fire hazard - The Poavine area hao a fairly frerprentnumber of largo
wlldland firoa. Undorgrounding will improve the ability of fire suppression
reeources to control wildland fireo. Overhead linee will interfere with ]02ito

aircraft and ground re~ourceo.

C.11-6 - Include the Forest Service in C.11.1.4.1 as another agency for fire
protection reoponaibility. 102i~il

c.11-e - The Toiyabe NF hao two engineo in this area, one located at Sparko,
and one located at Boomtown, both of which would reopond to thie area of the

]02:;2Toiyabe NF within the prOjeCt area.

C.13-24 - KOP N19, Nago Road, should di6play what both alternative would look10PA.like in the photo aimulatirwrfor comparirron. 10.13

C.13-43-45 - Given the public concern and the inconsistency cited in Table
C.13-9 with Waehoe County’s Regional Open Space Plan, the only reasonable ]02;?4mitigation for NFS lando appeare to be undergrounding. Thie needs diacusaion
in thie section.

I

Caringfor theLend and ServhrgPeople
.
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C.13-66-67 - Significant and unavoidable impacta can be avoided by
t!ndergrounding. 10l!~is

C.14-6 - Timing of thin projoct or an a factor in our docioion making will not
be included, and therefore may be irrelevant in the diocusnion here. It in the
company’ o xeoponoibility to consider the length of the BIS proceno in their

102:+6
propona16 on federal lando, and the fact that other alternative may bo
generated or further dincuosed ao a renult of public and agency review of the
propooala which may well delay tho proponent’u timing. .
D-13 - Wa diaagrea with tha conclusion that tha proposed project ia superior to
other tranamiaaion alternative. This is primarily baeed on the difference
botwoon tho naw corridor mileages between tha Nevada Route Alternative end the102;?7propooed project. 41 milao VO. 164 miloo. Thio difference claarly dictaten a
auporior Onviromontal advantago by the Nevada Route -alternative.

E-1 - It in }lighlylikely that if the proposed project ia approved, additional
utility re~ento will occur in tho future along thin route. A nepnrate
di~cuoaion of the cumulative impactn of a new utility corridor ohould bo ]0llie

included in thiu oection.

In awary, the document io vety weak in oqreoning the purpooo and need for
using NQS landn on the Toiyabe NF. Ao we have ewraaood in proviouo
correspondence, a clear need muot bo domonotratad for uoing NQS lando. Thio
hae not been demonstrated in the DRIS. Simply providing a corridor for 102i%9necondaq bnckup power, when it appearo much of the powar will go olaewhero, ia
not sufficient cause for uo to pemit this use.

Thoro wan not a thorough diacuoaion of altornativon in the docment. Further
study of the Nevada Route alternative needs diacuooion. Thin routing provides
much cloner acceDa to oome of tha cufltomex markato ouch aa the mining induotq.
h undergrounding alternative need~ diacusaion. The alternative of converting
powor .outeide of the Rono area from 345 W to 120 W deaervea much more

)

o2:$0analyois. Thio alternative would ooem to mitigate all the local Waohoa Co
concernn regarding large overhead 345 lineo. 120 w undargrounding would
roaolve ttleseianuea. It aeemo that today’a social climate juot will not
tolorate croooing private or urban intarface public lando with large overhead
power lineo ouch aa 10 proponod. Undargrounding of a 345 needs to be analyzed
as well.

Sincerely,

Pfi~‘ iY/.
R.M. M*I NELSON
Qo e Soupervlsor

cc: Sierra Pacific Power, Rogor Olak
Waohoo Department of Comprehensive Planning, B. Whitney
Lori Burke
Department of Fioh and Game, Redding, ~, J. Nelson
Sierra County Planning, T. Beala
Washoe County Commissioners
Modoc NQ, S.0., R. Shaq

Fhl EIWS, November1995
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CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION
1516NININSIUIE1
SACPAMENIO.CA 9~E143512

Julie lhdli6mr/PclcrHmmn,CPUC/f3LM
c/o Aspen Ersvirorrmcntnl Group
30423 Caawood SlrccI, Suite 218
Agonm Ilills, CA 91301

Denr Ms. tlnlligrm/Mr. Hunsm:

Jnac 1, 1995 @
●

PnblicAgency
CommentSet 21

DRAH ENVIRONMENTALIMPACT REPORTENVIRONMENTALIMPACT STATEMENT
FORTIIEALTURAS34SKVTRANSMISSIONLINEPROJECT(CPUCNO.93-11-018,DLM NO.
CACA-31406,SCIINO.94042001)

Stnffof(heCrdiforuin Kncrgy Commission (Commission) hns rcvicwcd IIIC t3nrR Enviroumcmnl Impucl
l{cpotiKnvironlllctltnl hupact Stalcmcal (DEIS/R) nnrtAppcmticcs for Ibc Allurns 34S kV Ironsmission
Iinc project. WC found Ihc documents 10 bc very thorough nnd WCIIprcscntcd. WC offer the following
comments on culturnl rcsourccs, socioccononlics/public scrviccs, visnnl rcsonrccs, soils, hnznrdons
mntcrinls mnnngcnrcnt nnd palcon!ologlcol rcsourccs. la nddilion, wc offer comments in Ibc nrcn of
transmission systcm right of way rsltcmalivcs and growth inducing impnc!s of the ncw subslntion.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The width of IIIC potential impact corridor dcscribcd in Ihc DEIS/R is GGOfeet, wilhin which only I GO
feel will bc nccdcd for lhc transmission Ihtc ri6111of way. The DEIS/R includes1110potcntird conslmclion
impacts associated wilh the transmission Iinc, upgrading cxistirrg rends, ncw access, nnd stngirss nrcas.
1Iowcvcr, there may nlso bc construction impacts rclntcd to pole or tmvcr Iaydown mcns, pnllin6 sites, mrrt
spur roads up to isola!cd tower or pole bases. If such nrcas of disturbance frill ontsidc the GGO-foot
corridor nlrcndy cvnlunlcd for rcsourcc po!crrlinl, there will bc 011incrcnse in impnc! potcnliol.

CULTURALRESOURCES

10
ifl

IIICdiscussion was brief nnd WCII prcscmed. Pnrogrnph C.4.5 indicntcs Ihnt the miti6ntiou measures -
required for tbc project will bc implcmcntcd through Ihc provisions ofa Progrnmmntic Agreement being
prcpmcd by Ihc Bureau of Land Marmgcmcnt (BLM). Cultural Resources Mitigation Mcnsure C-1

1

0ftjspccitics dml a Monitoring and Trcatmcrrt Plan is 10 bc prepared prior to the start of construction.
Commission staff would be intcrcstcd in rccciviag a copy of dIc drnn Programmatic Agreemcrrt and the
draft Monitoring nnd Miliga! ion Plan.

SOCIOECONOMICSIPUBLIC SERVICES

TIIC DEiS/R states d]at even though some skilled cmtt workers will be required from outside the project
area, based on Ibc number of construction trades that arc expected to work on the 160-mile corridor at
a given time and Ioca!ion, no adverse impacts to public semices, utilities, housing, ontior schools are10:1?3expected 10 occur in the four-county project area because of project construction.

Julie llalligrul/Pclcr I hnmn
June 1, 1995
pn6C 2

Ilowcver, adding a sirrglc studcut to a school that is al or over cnpncity can bc cmrsidcrcd an odvcrsc
impnct. Without conducting SUWCYSof nll potcniially nffcctcd school districts in Ihc four counties, wc
rccormncnd adding Ibc following rni[igation mcasnrcs to ensure tbal local irnpacls to public services aurt
schools arc minimized by in-migrating \vorkcrs

S-3: TIIC projccl owner and i(s contractors and subcontractors sliall rccmil cmployccs nod proenrc

I

o:tnzntcrials mld supplies within Ihc local area ualcsw

● to do so will violate federal and/or state sta[utes;
● the ma[crials and/or supplies are not available; or
● qualified cmployccs for specific jobs or positions arc not available.

VISUALRESOURCES

p.ES-14:The docurncnt stntcs lhnt Proposcct Segment N is crmsidcrcd cnvirmnncalnlly superior (to its
alternative, Scgmcut M), “bccousc of clcnr advontagcs to visual rcsourccs, land USC,and cultural
rcsourccs”. However, the visual rcsourccs section (pp.C. 13-39 nnd C. 13-GI) stn[cs that both Scgmcm N 10ftirmd Segment M woutd crcatc n siguiticnnt, unnvoidnblc vismd impact. II is thcrcforc not clear Ilolv
Scgmcut N has n clear ndvantngc over Segment M in rcgnrd to visunl rcsourccs.

p.C.13-26:Thedocumcrr!slnlcsthalanhnpactonVisuidrcsonrccs is 6cncrally considered significant if
it results in “A high Icvcl of visual contrast as related to spatinl chnrnctcristics, visual scnle, tcxlurc. Iinc]0:tnnd color”, The factor of “fonrr” should bc nddcd to this list.

p.C.13-32:‘fhcdocumentstntcslbntthe project’s impncl is noI considered si6nificnnt for ScgIncnI AOI -
11S01and Sc6nlcnt I ISOI-ANP2 “due10the rckztivclysmrrll number of visilors 10this area”, even tllon6h
for people scekingouldoor recreation nctivitics some views from Ihc back-country roadswill bc dominntcd
by tbc transmission line. A smnlt number of vic\vcrs is also used ns the rcoson Ihot vistml impacts \vill
not be significant for olhcr sections of Ihc transmission Iinc. This position oppcars to contmdict the
stalcrncnt on p.C. I 3-30 dint:

“III more rcmo[c nrcas of Ibc route, pnrricnlarly where tllcrc is rccrcnlional access, lhc
number of viewers would bc Iowcr thou along the major Irovcl corridors fi.c., US 395),
but the cxpcctalimss for unimpaired scenic quality would typically bc greater”.

The implication of dtis statcmcm is that dIc hcightcncd cxpcctntion of scenic qlmlity in more remote
recreational arens offsets IIIC Iowcr murrbcr of vlcwcrs so that it is possible for visual impacts to be
si6nificarrt. Tbc document should clarify whether visunl impacls cnn be significant if dic.rrumbcr of
rccrcatioual viewers is smrdl.If tbcy can bc, the docnmcnt should specify \vbnt condilioos nrc rcquirtd
for an impact 10 bc sigaificanl.

p.C.13-40: The mitigation mcnsurc idcntificrt in the second paragraph should be V-9, mthcr tlmn V. 10. 10f;i
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PART G. COMMENTS

Jnlic llnlligml/Pclcr Humm
Jmm 1, 1995
Pogc 5

Akcmotivcs involving IIIC use of cxistiag ROW or cxprmsion of existing ROW should mccivc tkorough
considcratiou. For example, Ikc Los Angeles Department of Water and Po\ver [LAD\VP) Corridor
Alternatives, consisting ofthc Nevada ROUICAkcmativc and the Summer Lnkc-Valley Road Altcmativc,
have “the potential cnvironmcnlnl advantngcs of prosing Ihrollgh areas that mny bc Icsssensilivc than the
Proposed Project” (page f3.83), Mirroring tkc second policy in SB 2431,these t\vo akcraalivcs}vonld

travel\vitkin the existing I,ADWP 1000 kV DC transmission Iinc corridor, tvhich runs in n north.soulk
direction Ihrongh Ihc nortll\vcst pati of Nevada. These nkcrnativcs \vcrc preliminarily stndicd by Sierra
Pacific Po\vcr Co, (SPPCO) for Ihcir technical fcnsibility ond cstinm!cd cost \vithoul site specific routing
infonnnlimr, As n rcsuk, IIICanalysis of lhcsc akcrnalives nnd their elimination by SPPCO \vas Iirnitcd
to only n qnalilnlivc asscssmcnl early on in the process.

k nppcars Ihrd Ihc I,ADWP Corridor Alicrnntivcs \voIdd meet all of IIIC primary objcclivcs for (kc
proposed project, The LADWP Corridor Akcrnntivcs arc also collsistcnl \vith Ihc SB 243 I policy of
pursuing Ihc expansion of existing ROW before crcatirtg nc\v ROW. Transmission projects suck as tkc
Aktrrns Transmission Line Project, \vllich rcprcscnt Ihc opcnirsg of nc\v ROW. should bc \vcirdlcd very
carcfrdly and akcrnatives invol~ug the usc of existing ROW or expansion of existing ROW skolfid rccciv;
Ihorough consideration.

I,nck of Coordinated Tmnsrnlsslon Planning. As proposed, the Akuras Transnzission Line Project
scwcs vcw narro\v iutcrcst$ spccificnlly, those of SPPCO. SPPCOhas indcpcndcntly dctcnnincd lkc need
for the proposed pro]ccl in response to their o}vn sys!crn rclinbility needs, tkcir projcctcd load gro!vSh, and
forecasts of po\vcr pool and bulk po\ver rnarkcl conditions.

In cmnrasl to Indivirkml ulilitics plmming and constructing trnasmission Iincs for their o\vn needs is the
prcfcrrcd approach ofcoordinrded transmission phrnning. Coordinated Imnsmission planning is onc means
of mecling lIIc transmission needs of all potential tratlsmission users and promoting the c~cicat use of
transmission and cnvironarcntnl rcsourccs (including nsirrlmizlng nc\v ROW). Tkc fourth policy in SB
243 I states that \vhen thcm is a need to coustruct ne\v transmission capacity, it is in IIIC state’s best
interest to “seek agrccmcnt mnoug all in!crcstcd utilities on the ctTrcienl usc of thal capacity:’ TIIC clear
imcnt of this gllidclinc is 10 involve nll potential lmnsnlission users in the planning process ns n rncmss
of ncconsmoda!ing various transmission needs. By taking these interests into nccounl at the plmming Icvcl,
Ihc polcntial for dcvclopiug dnplicn!ivc Imnsmission fncililics is rcduccd, opportunities for improved
rcsourcc irncgmtion \vithin areas of the stnte nrc cnhrmccd, mrd the need for creating nciv !nrnsnrission
corridors and ROW can bc rninimizcd.

‘lkc Akums Transmission Line Project appcnrs 10 be n single purpose project serving very aarro\v
intcrcs!s. As a rcsnk, opportnnilies for minimizing !hc opening of nc\v ROW may not have been explored.
\Vc bclicvc Ihc docuurcnt should address nkcrrmlivcs consistent \vith the ROW sclccliou principles
co!naincd in SB 2431.

Gro)vth krduckrg irnprrcls of the nc~v Border To}vn SubslrrtIon. Page B-20 of the DEISIEIR slalcs,
“Phosc angle regulation \vould be required at Ihc Border To\vn Substation 10control po\vcr flo\v over the

. transmission line 10 accomplish this, a phase angle regulating transfonrscr (phase shifter) ivould bc
rcquired~’ In other \vords, the proposed Border To\vn Substation is planned as the site for Ihc proposed
projecl’s phase angle rc6rrlation. Althmr6h a phase shiRin6 tmnsfomler may be appropriate for Ihe
opcmtion of Ihc proposed project, lhis phaseShini06 Imnsformcr could bc just ascffeclive placed at either

I

,

Julie Hnlligan/Peter }knnm
June 1, 1995
Page 6

.

tcnninus of lhc project (Hilltop or North Valley Road). As a rcsuk, the need for a phase shining
transfonrrcr dots no! justify the uecd for a nc\v substation. WC believe the docmncnt should address IIICJo2;$8
gro\vth inducing impacts of the nc\v Border To\vn Subs!ntioa.

Wc apprccintc Ikc opportunity 10provide you \vilh comments. If you have qucslious or \vould Iikc more I
specific infommtion please contact Lorri Ocrvnis of my staff at (916) 654-4678.

Sincerely,.+
,/

//

..
~,~ w? %7dk,~,_

Robert l.. Thcrkclscn, DcpuIy Director for
Energy Facilities Siting and Environmental Protection

cc Stale Clcarin8housc

G- 508
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\VASllOE COIJWr}’ COMMISSION 1001E. 91hSIICCI
P.o.Box11130

I{cno, Nevada89520
(702) 328.2005

Proposed Alluras IrztertieProject
May 30,1995
Page 2

May 31,1995

PublicAgency
CommentSet 22

Jufie Haltigan, CPUC/Peler Humm, BLM
SJOAspen Envhonmonlal Group
30423 Canwood Sheet, Suila 218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

Subject: CPUC Apphcalion # (93-11.018) BLMCase # (CACA-31406)

Dear Ms. Halligarr/Mr. Humrrx

The Washoe Counly Commlsslon, on elecled Board represenlhrg the clllzens of Washoe County,
respeclhrlly requests an exlanslon of the public comment period for Iha Oraft Envlronmantal
Impact ReporfJStalamarrl (OEIRIS) for the proposad Alhrrae Transm19slon Line Projoct, Tha
Board understands Ihal tha commenl period waa pravlously exlendod from May 3, 199510
June 2, 1995. The Washoe County Commlsslon Is requesting Ihe addillonaf extension In Ilme 10
aasure consideration In the final EIR/S of tha wrlllen comments contalnad in this correspondence.
The previous exlenslon seemed 10be successful In allowing lime for interested Washoe County
residents to aubmll their concerns In wrlllng. Oue 10full agandae and legal nollclng requlramarrls,
Ihe Counly Commission requhaa a longer lead lime 10recelva input from Ihe concerned residents
ond formulateo responsetotheproposodproJocl.

Staff members from Ihe Department of Comprehensive Planning, Conaewalion and Nahrral
Rasources Program, previously aubmilled wrillen commonls on the DEIR/S. Their revlewa and
individual commonla were appropdalely focused on Ihoh areas of expertise, A much broader fiald
of Issuas and concerns exists patiainlng 10the proposed project Ihat need 10be expressad. The
County Commlsslon has been receiving an Increaglng amount of cells and Iotlora from concernod
citizens and, In response, hotd a workshop on the proposed project on May 22, 1995.

An overriding theme has bean heard by Board mambera being contaclad by lhalr consllluenls.
Citizens fell Ihe need for more adequale publlc nollclng and cllizen involvement in the plenning
process for the proposad projact. This Is most likely Iho main reason why the County
Commlsslon 19sIIII recalvhro correspondence from concernod clllzana al this time.

Tho Board has nol pasged a formal rosohrlion on the value of Ihe proposed Alhrras Transmlsslon
Lhzo Projecl. Purview of 200 KV or larger power transmission tines falls under the U~tily
Envlronmontat Protection Act (UEPA) and the Stale of Nevada. Washoa County has no project
approvat aulhodly ovar Iho proposed project.

WI EIWS, Novaber 1995
G-509

tOENTIFtEO ISSUES

The County Commission wishes to Identify and express its concern with the following issues
broughl to its altentlon by our constituents. Tha Board requesla that these same issues be
adequately addressed in Iha fhrat EIRJS.

. San Rafsol Raglonal Park: The proposod projecl does not appear 10ba compatible wilh the
recraallonal land use found In tha northern portion of Rancho San Rafaal Regional Park and
the adjacent Keyslono Canyon araa. Rmrcho San Rafael boundariaa ara not proparly
recognlzad in the OEIRIS and Ihe proposed projec~s Impacts on the park are not adaquataly
addrassed. Conslrucllon of a major powar transmission corridor through Rancho San Rafael
Park could sat a precedant for such uses In olhar existing and future parks.

. Scontc and vtaual conafderattona: Tha citizens raglding in the Borderfown araa and along
Ihe Northern and Eastern flanks of Peavlne Mourslaln are concerned thot Ihah acenlc vlawa of
Long Valtay and Peavlna will be degradad. Visual dagradallon would occur on the rldgalhrea
and above tha canyons of Peavhre Mountain If tho projecl la approved.

● Health effacla of etoctromagnetlc flaldleurgea: Washoe County cilizens living adjacent to
the propoged transmission corridor have expressed concern wilh the possibi~fy of dotrimenlal
health effects from alactromagnellc fields on Ihelr chlldran, pets, Ilvaelock and thamsalvas.

. Altarnatlve routoa: Many citizens are concerned Ihat the proposed route Is not necessarily
the envhonmenfally suparior roule. Concerns were exprossad Ihat an alternative route
followlng the exlstlng Loa Angeles Daparfmenl of Water and Powar transmission corridor
through Navada did not recolvo serloua conaiderallon.

● Mapa of Waahoe County: The use of ouldatad (1983) maps of Washoe Counly for analysis
in producing the Oraft EIS/R should be consldared a serloue flaw. The use of these outdated
maps would lead to an underostlmallon of the extant of urbardsuburban groWh lhat has Iaken
placa In the Noflh Valleys areas In tha past 12 years.

. Inadequate notlflcatlon: By far, the grealasl number of commenls concerning a alngle Issue
has been the feetlng on tha part of many citizens Ihal there has bean inadequate notification
and advertising of Ihe proposed projecl. Many local resldenls hava expressed that they did
not find out sboul the proposal untlt tale in the public raview process.

. Quallly of life: Tha scanlc quelityof Iha NorthValteya, and Peavlne Mountain In patiicular, Is
an Impodant component of Ihe qualily of tire enjoyed by Iha local citizens. The presewatlon of
the natural resources of Paavlne Mountain has baan formally recognized in both the Regional
Open Space Plan and the text and policies of tha North Valleys Area Plan. The Washoo
Counly Planning Commlssron has adopled Scerdc Roadway Corridor Standards (Arflclo 426)
as part of the Washoe Counly Development Code. Artlcte 428 deslgnataa U.S. 395 North,
Golden Valley Road to Ihe Cafifornta Stata line, as a Scenic Roadway. The primay scenic
view from the majofity of this highway segment Is of Peavlne Mounlahz. Additionally, many
crlizeng have expressed concerns that Iheh proporty values will be negalivaly affacted by the
construction of the proposed transmission llrzag.
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Proposed Alluras Inletile Project
May 30,1995
Page 3

. Nood for propoeed projoct: Given the Impending expanelon of [he Tracy power planl, (he
exlsllng local gaolhermal powar production and olhar chcumslancea, many queslions hava
been raised concemhrg the aclual naad for Ihe proposed Iransmlsslon Ilna projecl 10sarve the ]0fki
population of soulhern Washoe Counw.

There remahrs an Impodant opllon Ihal many cillzens feel has nol been properly addreseed by
Sierra Pacific Power Company beyond “il COSIStoo mucw. The option Is 10daelgn and conslrucl
Iha transmission line underground from Bordeflown 10 Ihe Notih Vallay Subelallon. This
underground segment of (ha projecl would Transverse the most densaly populated pofllon of the
enlire proposed roule and most likely alleviate the majorify, if not all, of tha Issues surrounding the
project in Washoe Counv.

Sincerely,

~Shaw,Chehman
Waehoe Courdy Commlsslon

cc Washoe Courrfy Commlsslon
Carson Ranger District, USFS
Nevada Public Service Commission
Nevada Consumere Advocatee Office

G-51o
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME
1416NINIIISIUicl
p.0, BOX?442W

(4ivfM&3Y.4$7g4?442M @
v> ?

Mo. Juno IlallLgan
CalLfornia Publlc UtLILtloo Comloolon
50S Van Noon Avenue
San Franclnco, Cnllfornia 94102-3298

Hr. PetOr Wum
Bureau of Land Hnnagomont
705 Wall strOOt
Suoanvllla, callfo~nla g6i~o

Danr no. Walllgnn ond Mr. l{”~t

PublicAgency
CommentSet 23

Draft EIn/EIs
sierra Pacific POwOr Company

Alturao Trnnomlooion Llno Projoct

Tho California Dopartmont of Floh and Game han roviewod the draft
OnvirOmantal impoct rOpOrt/OnvirOnmOntal impact otatement (DEIR/&IS) fOr tha
Sierra Pacific Power Company,o (S1orra Poclflc) Alturao Tranomlnolon Llno
Project and of foro tho following commentn.

The DEIR/EIS prop?ood for tho projoct io lacking tho ,“soilconnorvatio”
and Erooion Control Plonl*and tho ‘#Comunity 4nd Nnbltat Rootoratlon Plan,,
roforrod to in the documont. Tho mitigation moaa”roo doocrlbod 1“ tl,o

]0
5+1

DE1n/E19 cannot bo fully ovaluatod without thono piano.

Tho off-oito mitigation moaouron riovolopodfor dloturbanco to plant
cO~unitiOO and habltata aro lnadoqunto duo to partial, incomplete ontlmat=o
Of thO ncr0a90 impacto proaontod in tho OEIR/EIS,

]0
&!i

ThOrO are otlll problomo with tko lltoraturo cltatlonn,
In oomo cooooauthoro wL1l bo cited in tho text but not llutod in thoroforonco moction. In

other canoo tho dato ohown in the text dooo not match tho date lintod with tho
]0

!;j
roforenco.

SpecificComontn

LX.QQ!tlvOSl!marg

Pago ES~14

Proponod Sogmont H - Sogmont w in dlocusnod but no Sogmont w 10
on tho ES mapo. abo1od

in :!4

4.2.1 Propoaod Projoct -
Jw

Tho approximate acrcago of oucfaco rumova 1 al)d
dioturbanco aro Lnconolotont In the text, Tho DEIR/EIS otateo that
apprOximatOIY leo aCrOO Of OUCfaCO Comoval would OCC”rdu~~ngcO”~tr”c~lOnofthopropoood projoct. Nowovor, tho baoln for thio ootimato 10 not provided in

1

0
::i

tho text.

1

MO. Julio Walligan
Mr. PetOr Num
Juno 6, 199S
PagEETWO

Tho documont ntatoo that 750 otructuron aro to bo in.atallad. i

Pleaoe liet the opeciflc number and type of otcucturoo and tho
aPPrOXimatQ OUrfaCO removal aeeociated with each typo (rofor to comonto for
page D-39 below). In addltlon, Table D-4 (page B-34) Lndlcateo that
approximately S?3 hllleldo crano landlngo will bo oxcnvated for otructuro
locatlono but no quontlfLcatlon of ourfaco dloturbnnco 10 provldod (refer to
comenta for page
B-34 below) . An antimato of tho 4ron of habitat that will bo romovod by
construction of new accooo routes and permanent ovorland accaoo routos within
tho 660-foot right of way (ROW) io not prooontod in tho documont [ rofor to
comanto for pngo D-32 below}. Plenoo provido n rovlood eotimnto of
dloturbanco that clarlfloo thin and mora acourntoly cnlculnteo tho area
dlnturbod.

Tho DEIR/EIS atatoo that an additlonnl 53 acroa would bo “dlnturbod but
not romovod”. on pnge D-29, tho documont otateo that “npproximntoly 7,500
nquaro feet of land would bo disturbed at each wlro and otructuro ssotupalto”.
The projoct propoooo to not up an ootlmatod 730 otructuron. Tho total amount

of ourfaco dloturbance would approximate S,475,000 oquaro foot or 125.67
acrea, not 53. The final EIR/EIS ohould provldo quantLtatlvo nupport in the
text for tho total amount of ourfaco ramoval and dLoturbanco ootlmateo
orooontod in tho documont and roferonco that thooe oatimntao of dloturb4nco
hhould bo conolntont throughout.

Pago ES-19 .
Vogotntion Ronourcou, flrnt full oantonco at top of pogo - Thoee roadn

sierra Pacific plnno to uoe for omorgoncy accooo nhould be fully mitigated for
both 1000 of habitat and lmpacto duo to lncroaaod public accooo.

Sierra

~;;~c ohould tnko ronaonablo ntepo to prevent public accooo to thooo ncceno

m

Tho Dopartmont hao taken otepo to procludo vohicla accons to that
portion of tho Nailelujah JunctLon WLlsflLfa Area (WJWA) onot of Nigkwny 395.
Thin hao been dlfflcult toattain. Vohiclo tranpnoo from the oouth
[Oordertown) contlnueo, New vlaiblo accoea roado will nurely oncourago an
increaoo in troopaoo, Acceptable mitigation io required for thio incronoo.
MLtiaatlon ohould includo permanent, eucceoeful denial of acceoe from tho
eoutfilnoido the ROW foncei

pages frs-20nnd 21

4.2.2 Project Altornotivos, Mndolino Plains AltorllntivoAligumonts -
,rhiopnragcaph doon not mention wildilfe impactu.

pleaoo diocuso ooqo grouno otruttlnq ground (lok}, brood roaring and ~lll~tc~
hnbitot impacto. Sagmonto F al)d N travorno important oaga grouoo habitat.

Pago Es-2 1

Rnvendnle Altornntive Alig#lmonlt- Ploaoo lncludo pyymy tabbitu in Lho

dLOCUBO~O~ of Se9manta J and I.

Enut Secret Valley Alignment - A olgnlficant dlfforenco oxloto botwoon

plant communit Loofhabltat typee in Segment L and Scgmont Eaot Scccot Vallcy
AILgnmont (ESVA). The ESVA hao potential to adveraely affect rare and

MI EIWS, November1995
G-5II
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Ho. Julio Halligan
Hr. POter Numm
Juno 6, 1995
Pago Throo

a“dangerad apocleo. The DEIR/EIS indlcaton that biological Ourvoys have nOt
boon complotod, yot tho ESVA io llotod among tho onvlronmentally ouperior
routoo. Tho Dopartmont bel Levee thet it ie inopproprlato to conalder the ESVA
no onvlronmentally ouperlor at thlo tlmo. Tho dincovery of oignlficant
biological ranourco loouan following preparation of the draft EIR would
conntituto now information of oubotnntlal Importance. should potentially
oigniflcant biological Impacto bo found to be nnooclatod with tho ESVA, the
Dopartmont requeeto that a nupplomental EIR be prepared and circulotad aa per
Section 15163 of the CEQA guidelines.

A

I

Pagoo ES-45 through ES-47

Impact Sumary Tabloo, Claoe 11 - ThLo table ehould Lncludo a diocuoolon
of lmpacte to boto and pygmy rabblto ae mentioned abovo. ]02!io

part Da poscrlotlon of ProDosod PrOl Oct, Al tornntivos and sconnr10 for
Pmalvsis of Cumulative Impacts

Pago D-4 and 8-17

Tnblo D-2 - Tho dovolopod ncreago of tho propoood Alturao Substation
prooontod in T4blo 0-2 10 otntod to bo “13 acroo (approx. 790 x 760 foot
foncod, PIUO accono road and 3 feet outolda foncO)”. plOaOO cOrrOct thO tab10]02%!il
toohow that the total disturbance at thlo cite io approximately 16 acreo.

Pago B-10

B.2.2,1 Proposed Routo and ROW Chnrnctoristiae, RoutO REfiUomOnt
Procoss, second paragraph - DotaLlo rogardlng the informal rating oyotem uood
by tho Aepen team to determine tho relative oenoltlvlty of the rooourcoe
mapped along the propoood ROW wero not included in the DEIR/EIS. The final
EIR/EIS ohould provide the crlterla by which tho ,irelativooenoitivLtY” Of a

OPOCLOO waa dotorminod (000 comento below under Soctlon C.3.1.2.1.1, pagee
c.3-49 and c.3-50).

Pago B-29

2.3,3 Traocmimsion Lino Coostructlon, first paragraph - Tho OEIR/EIs
otatoo thet construction of the tranomieolon llne would lncludo tho pormanont
Lnotallation of an eotlmatod 730 etructuroo. Tho document doon not otate how
many of each particular otructure (olnglo PO1O, tl-framO, and 3-pOle engle
otructurao) la roqulrod. Each structure will havo a rolotod impact area for
foundation oxcavatlon. Tho 3-POIC angle ntructureo wL1l have an additional
ourfaco impact for guy lnotallation. Tho DEIR/EIS doeo not provido enough
dotaile to ootimato tho amount of uurfaco dieturbanco that will occur from
otructure lnotallation alonn. Please identify tho typo of otructura, the
numhor to bo lnotallod and tho minimum/maximum area of ourfaco removal Lhat
wL1l occur for each etructurc type (preferably in acroe).

Pago B-32

Table B-3 - The construction of new, permanent and temporary acce05
routes will rasult in both ourfaco removal and dioturbanco to vegetation
catrmu”itleo. Table 0-3 and tho text on pagoe B-29 and O-33 do not provide
information quantifying the amount of murface removal or disturbance to
vegetation aaooclatod with construction or enhancement of accean routes. “rhe
final EIR/EIS should dencclbe the number of proposed acceno route5, their
length, and provide a quantified eotimate to the nuder Of acreO whLch wil 1 b’

oPA.
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impacted by eurfaco removal or disturbance. Similar calculation ohould be
done for otaglng aroao. Theoo oetlmatoe ehould be incorporated into tho tOtnl]02!+s
oetlmeto of acrengo impacted by eurfaco removal andlor dleturbanco for the
propoood project.

PagoB-34

Tnblo D-4 - Tablo o-4 lioto tho eotimatod number of hilloldo crane
landingo yot the total number of landlngo 10 not oummarlzad. surfaco removal
ootimatee of hillelde crane landlnge cleafly do not lncludo tho cut or fill
areao aonociated with thn landinge. surface ramoval from landlng conotructlon
activities on an acroago bnolo oro not provldad in tho text.

Pleaee provido an eatlmate of the number of hilloide crnno landlngo, tho

1
01!%6

nutior of acrea which will be impacted by eurface removal or diaturbanco
(including cut O1OPO and f 111 or eldo caat) and tho area dleturbod to create
acoonn to the pad including aqceee road cut O1OPO ond fill or olde caat.
Theoo eotlmateo ohould be Lncorporatad into tho aotimato of acroago impacted
by eurface ramovol nndfor dleturbanco for tho propoood pro joct.

Pago B-35

EtrUCtUrO Erection - A landing of 50 x 100 foot will ronult in a nurfaco
impact of npproximataly 0.1 acre. Thin clearly doao not include tho cut or
fill aroae aonoclatad with thLe landing. Dopendlng on tho elope of the hill,
thin could potentially doublo or triple tha area of dlbturbance. It 10 not
clear if crane londlngn will bo raotorod following construction. Tho total

10
2;t7

eetimateo of ourfaco Impacto ohould be prooontod in tho final EIR/EIS. TI1o
crano pado and all accooo roade ohould bo bladod back to orlgLnal contour and
cOmpletoly roetored, Thie w1ll reduco tho loco of habitat and negativo vieual
impacto aO wnl1.

conductor and shield Wiro Inntallntion - PIOnOO daflnO tl10tOrm
“oockllno”.

Pago B-39

102!18

Sito Restoration - Tho Dapartmont gonorally dlocourageo the uae of
fortllizero in roclamntLon/rootoratlon of forto In thin area duo to tho ]02i~i9
potontlal for tho fertilizer toonhanco tho ootabllohmont of woody opociao on
tho roclalmed oitoo.

Pago D-49 and D-SO

8.3.3.2 Projoct Alternatives ~alyzad in the EIR/EIS, third 5ontallc0-
WEPA aleo requireo the “No.Project Alternative,,or almilar alternatlvos tO be102:%0
ovaluatod.

Pagen B-53 to B-59

6.3.4 AltorllotivOsElininntod from Furtbor Couslderatlon - Tllo
Department haa reviewed tho rationale for ollminatlon of altcroaLe routou
p~aaanted in the DEIR/EIS. Hany of theeo routoo are bolng el Imlnatod baac.1 .~ll
auspocted, undatorminod, biological impacta. No biological nurvoyo havo l)ctill

1

02!performod along these propoood routoo, thoroforo, itlounknonitwhathor tho
biological impacto aeoociatod with theno alternatives would be qroator, Icon
than or equal to tho eolected routo.

.
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Altur4n Rldgo Routao
Eaotorn Hadollno Pla Lno AlternotLvo Allgmont
Wootern Hadolino Plelno Altornntivo Allgmont
Roollgment North of Nonoy Lake
EaotSideof PoteraonUountalnRangoRoutao

PagoD-55

ROnlig~ODt East of Ravondnlo, RntionalofOr Elimination- Wo fully
undorotandthonnfotyconcornbolng connldorad Ln removing thin altornntive
from further conoidoratilon,tho otatomont that “h alearance of oovoral mlloo
10 roquirod around tho hollport for fllght nafoty...” 10 nOt cOnoiQtOnt with
FM roqulromanto or with othor heliporto in tho State. Thlo altornatlvo 10
biologically uuporlor to thnt of tho proponodprojoctand aloarnnco for oafo
hollcoptor oporatlon can bo achlovod uolng thio allgmont. ThO vague oaf~tY
otandard of “oeveral mlloo” dooo not exist. A moro detailed aoooaoment of
flight oafoty ohould bo complotod including ouch factorn au prevailing wlndo
and ootabllohed flight pattern. To our knowlndgo, no opoclfic LnformatLon ha~
yot boon prooontod to juotlfy tho ellmLnation of thlo oltornatlve. Tho
Dopnrtmont roquaota tho route bo conoidorod until a dotoilod flight oaoooomont
and biological 0UKV0% aro complotod.

Pogo B-81

Jo2!$1

fJ,4,3No PrOjOct nlterontlvo - “NO Projoct nltornatLvo” nhould addrooo
tho offocto of No Projoct, not another olmllar projoct oomowhoro OIDO at a
later date. Incroaood afforto toward conoervatLon in the propoood norvice ]02!$3
area are not diocuoeed aa an altornatlvo to tho projoct. PlOaOo lncorporato n
“no project” no project alternative.

~nrt C,l Introduction

Pago C.1-2

c. 1,2 noaansmont Motbodology, third pnrngraph - PIoaDa rofOK tO
comonto llotod under Soctlon c.3.2,1.1 [pngoo C.3-49 and c.3-50) below
ragarding ,,oignifl=ancocriteria,,and cntogorl~o dOVOlOpOd tO aOoOnO
envlronmontal impncto of the propooed projoct. Tho finnl EIR/SIS ohould

1

0
2!+j4

ldantify the bnoia by which “pre-determined, OpacLfLc oignificnnce crltorla”
wore devolopod and thalr rolationnhlpn to CEQn.

c.2 nir Ounlltv

Pago c.2-3

C.2.1.2 Exlating Environment, Climate, top of paga - Ploaae chock tho
opolling of “Nldy and Kliaforth”. Under c.2.3 RofOroncea {page C.2-21) “llldy”
10 opollod “Niddy”. The Department thlnke “KILaforth” ohould be opened ]02;$5,,K~’ofOrthll.

C.3 Biological ROSOUrCOS

Pago C.3-10

Tablo c.3-2 - Tho header for tho thLrd column haa a footnote number, but]0PA.thora 10 no corresponding footnoto attached. In the eamo column for northern 23-16
juniper woodland, Townsond’9 solltairo io mioopolled.

I

I

I
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Rogardlng Wildlife Nabltat Typo, Northorn Juniper Woodland, in Plocotus
townsondfi really “charactorletlc” of junlporo? 102;~7

Rogardlng Wlldllfo Nabltat Typo, Sagobruoh, Panoorlna blrdo, ~o tho lark
oparrow common in thlo habitat and what about tho hornod lark? Winter uooo of]02;+8
thin hnbltat typo ohould bo lncludod in thin column.

Thlo tabla 10 mioloading an “Typical rapreaontativo” OPOC1OO aro nOt
noconnarlly pronontod and tho typical habltnt uooo lint 10 lncomploto and 102;~9
curnory.

Pago c.3-12

1.

2.

3.

4.

nquatio Unbltata, general comonta -

Thora aro roforoncoo to a contingency plan in tho orooion control plan ]0PA,for any unnnticlpatod fnLluroo. Tho oroolon control plnn la not 23-30
availablo for rovlow.

Sovoral opringo wLthLn tho propound gonoral allgnmont oupport
populntlono of a currently undoncribod opacloo ofthogonuo Pyrgulopsis,
a hydrobild onall that han boon recomondod for canalLdato otatuo under
the Fndoral Endnngorod SPOC1OO net. Thaao nprlngo nro in tho Long
Valley,Duck Plat and the Smoko Crook deoort area. Thoro aro alao 102!%1populatlono of flngornail clamo, Pisidium ultramontonum, a Federal
cnndldnto 2 praoont in oovoral oprlngo in the area.

Tho RoW for the ptopoood projoct dlvorgoo from the Tuocnrora allgnmont
in many aroaa, howovor, tho DEIR/EIS only diacuooon tho rooulto of
nurvoy work porformod for tho Tuoaarora projoct. npparontly, no fLah, ]02;22
amphlblon or ropklle ourvoyo WOKO conductod away from tho Tuocnrora
projact ROW.

Tho ErooLon Control Plan hno not boon oubmlttad with tho draft and
tkarofore tho Oepnrtmont cannot evaluato tho gonoralltioo 5tated in thin
document. ]01;$3

pagO c.3-la

Wetlands - SpoclfLc montano meadow wetlandn and ntroam crouoingo alOnCJ
tho nlturao tranomioolon lino RoW which wL1l bo affoctod by conntructlon
activities nro not clearly ldentlfiad in tho text. specific wat14nd arcno and
otronm Cronoingo along tho propoood ROW in nood of ovaluntlon include but may
not bo llmlted to:

Segment A - meadow oyntoma adjacent to tho North Fork of the Pit
River and the Pit Rlvor crooning Ltaolf;

Segment C - rlparian corridoro along Crooko Canyon, Stonoo Canyon,
and Ory Crook and ophomoral watlnndo wont of Llttlo Oald Hountnln]

Segment K - largo wetland oyntom In tha Madolino Plalnot

segment L - rlparian and wetland complox at tho north ond of Socrot
Valley/

Seqment R to Sagment T - wetlandn located near Red Rock canyon
juot eaot of Long Valley creek~

WI EIWS, November199S
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Sogmont H to SOgmOnt S - numorouo wetland oyetemo along Long Valley
crook juot north of the Bordortown nubotatlon;

Segment X - multiplootreamcrooolngoalongthenorthand ooot
oldo of Poavlna Peak noor Rono, Novoda.

C.3-24

c.3.1.1,3 Rare, Throntonod or Endnngorod spoaios, Spocinl status Plnnts,
second full parogrnph- In tho firot aontonco, ploaoo liot tho oovan opeclal
ototuo plant opoclao. In tho oocond aontonco, p10000 liOt tho tWO OpCCiOl
ototuo plant opocleo. In tho third oontenco, pleaoo lint the two opoclal
otatuo plant mpocioo.

Pago c,3-2a ond c.3-25

c.3,1.1.a special HobitatHnnagoaoot Areas - Tho DEIR/EIS lacko anY
doocrlptiono of uniwo community typeo that are lnteroocted by the RoW.
Uniquo plant community types (ouch ae silver cage baeino and clay fleto, juet
to mention a few) intoreoctod by the ROW should bo addrooaod in tho Final
EIR/EIS. Litigation meaeuroo ohould bo dovolopod for theoo uniquo

J’o2;%4

communitioo.

Pago c.3-25

Biocnr Wildlifo Area - Tho Oiocar Wildlifo Area 10 uood by oogo grouse
for nooting and brood roaring and tho adjacent mondowo and uplando provldo ]02;~7
oxtonoivo habitat.

Third paragrnpb, last lino - Ploaoo roplaco Canadian with Canada. la
Au

Poga c.3-26

Tabla C.3-a - PKOnghOKn need to be removod from the table ao it 10 not a
C2 Gpocial otetua opocioo. Bald oaglo and northorn harrier ehould bo put
abovo Swainnon’o hawk to agroo with American Ornlthologloto Union chocklint
ordor. Tablo E 1-2 on page E 1-9needo the namo corroctiQn.

Pago c.3-28

c.3.I.2,2 Wlldlifo, second paragraph - Tho mulo door and pronghorn
antelope information 10 incomploto. For example, Sogmonta T and W crooo mulo
door migretion corridoro and mulo deer winterrange. Migrationcorridoro,
fall doer holding aroao, winter rangea and pronghorn kidding groundo aro wel1
documontod by the Department. Tho local officon of the Department should be
contacted for thie information. Pleaoe rofor to general comento llsted at
the beginning of thin letter.

Information presented in tha OEIR/EIS addressing milepout (NP) 10CatiOn
and acreage eetimateo on and adjacent to the ROW, alternative al19nm@nts and
substation areas for door and pronghorn antelope habitats aro not completo.
Locatione of deer and pronghorn winter rangee, deer fall holding areas,
pronghorn antelope klddlng grounds and migration routes are well documented by
the Oepartmont b“t the information has not been incorporated oithOr in the
text or maps in Appendix C. Hitigated conotrainte on projnct activities are
not npecific to milepo~t location. The following euggeations aro intended to
augment this information.

Mo. Julio Nulligan
Hr. Peter Numm
June 6, 199S
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ProDonnd Route

m

Winter Range - wo conotructlon activitioe ohould occur on deer winter
rangeo during tho period ofWovambor 1S through April 15.

Bee rictod AKen - NOvember 15 throuah nnri1 15
ieoo~ *

0.4 4:;
9,s 15. s 6:3

71.0 90.3 19,3
130. s 151.7 21.2

~
Winter Rango - No construction activltioo ohould occur on antelopo
wintar rangQo during tho period of Novembor i through March 31.

Beotrictod nroa - Novombor 1 thro ah March 31
leDOOt through ~lonoe; *
0,0 1.5
1,5

14.1
74.1

-..
9.2 1.7

22.6 0.5
94.4 20.3

Kidding Oroundo - No construction activitioo should occur on nntolope
kidding groundo during tho period of April 15 through Juno 30.

peotrictad nroa ADri1 15 thro qh Juno 30
Ml eDOOt through ~lop~et ~

0.2 0.8
15.7 19.5 3:s
37.7 40. s 3.1
63.3 65.7
74.3 74.6 ::$
S1.6 S9. O 1.4

Kidding Grounds - No blaoting ohould occur within one milo of antolol>o
kidding groundo during the period of April 15 through June 30.

postrlcted nrea - APr11 15 throuoh Juno 30
lenoo$ through ~ileDOnA *
0.0 3.1

8.9 3.7
1::: 15.6 2.0
14.7 20.9 6.2
36.7 42.6 5.9
46.3 48,0 1.7
62.0 66.8 4.8
73.0 7s.7 2.7
85.6
86.s

G- 514
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5 Altornatlvo Soomenk

w
Wlntor nnngo - Ho conotructlon activitioo ohould occur on door winter
rangeo during thoperiodof Novetier15 throughApril15.

BootrictedArea- Novomber15 throuahRPKi~15
ML1epoot through M~levent ~
B1.4 B1.6

nnto~ODQ

KiddingOrounda- No blaotingohouldoccurwithinonemllo of antelope
kidding groundo during the porlod of April 15 through Juno 30.

Baotrlcted hrea - AvrLl 15 thr ouah June 30
Hi lopoo~ through OPOot ~
B2.1 B4.6

P nl tornntiv0 Soamnnt

fintOlOPQ

Kidding Groundo - No construction actlvltioo ohould occur within ona-
half milo of nntolopo kidding groundo during tho porlod of nprLl 15
through Juno 30.
Beotrlctod Area - np rl 1 15 throuah Juno 30

~ileooot through MLIoPoot *
08,0 08.5
08.8 09.6 O,B

Kidding Croundu ~ No blaoting ohould occur wlthln ona mile of nntolopo
klddlng groundo during tho period Of nprll 15 through Juno 30.

Bootrictod nroa - nnril 15 throuoh Juno 30
m~~p one through Mil ODOo\ ~
07.1 D1O,1
00,9 011!7 2:0

F n] tornativo $oamont

Bntolopo
Kidding Grounds - NO construction activities ohould occur +Jithinono-
half milo of antelopo kidding groundo during tho period of npril 1S
through Juno 30.

Bootri tod m~ 1 5 t~g~ JUI1O30
~y& -through lnnomt %

F3.2
F5.3 F6.4 1:1

. . Kidding Croundo - No blaoting ohould occur within one mile of antelope
kidding groundo during tha period of April 15 through Juno 30.

MI EIWS, Novaber 1995
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B~at cted Area - 01 Juno 30
lePOOt through Poot ~

F1.1 F3.8
F4.6 F7.2 2.6

0 Altern at ivo Soamont

~ntQlOPO

Kidding Groundo - No construction actlvition ohould occur within ono-
half mileof antelopo kidding groundo during tho porlod of nprll 15
through Juno 30.

~ontrictad hroa - npril 15 throuah Juno 30
nil Po0 Ot through MilopOnt w
01.5 G4.1 2.6

Kidding Groundo - NO blooting ohould occur within one milo of antelope
klddlng groundo during the period of npril 15 through Juno 30.

p~ cted nroa - 1 ouah J
Mllepoot through 000nt +
01.0 04.6

t{ nlt rnatlve e Seqmont

(no mop provldod)

s nltornatlvo Sogmont

mtol~~q

Kidding Oroundo - NO construction activltloo ohould occur withl!~
half mllo of ontolopo kidding groundo during tho period of npril
through June 30.

O1lc-
15

Peotrictod nroa - nnril 15 throu~h Juno 30
lenoot through MI1OPOflt *

J13.9 J16.1
J15.7 J16.5 0.0

Kidding Uroundn - No blaoting ohould occur within ono mile of antolol)n
kidding groundo during the period of npril 15 through Juno 30.

peotrictod nroa - npri 1 15 throuah Juno 3
MilO~ o~0 through eooot &
J 4.9 J 6.4
J13.4 J16.5 3:1
J15.2 J16.5 1.3

wi:ltcrNango - No conotcuction actLvltiuo OIIOUId occur On dear \<inLur
rangoo during the period of Novetior 15 through April 15.
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AntOlODQ
Wlntor Rango - No construction activities ohouid occur on antelope
wlntor rangeo during tho period of Novotior 1 through Hatch 31.

wt~~ ctod Araa - Novod r 1 th~o March 3
Onc through ‘- W1

ES7 .3

fintOkOPO

Klddlng oroundo - No construction actlvLtLeo ohould occur wlth~n ono-
half milo of antolopo kidding groundo during tho pnriod of nprll15
throughJuno30.

Bostricted Area nDrl 1 15 throuah June 30

_ through W ~

ES12.5 ES15. S 3:3
ES19,1 ES22.8 3,7

Kidding Oroundo - No blaoting ohould occur within ono milo of antolopo
kidding groundo during tho pariod of April 15 through Juno 30.

Bootrictod Arnn - Anril 15 thr uah June 30
MilODOOc through *%
ES13.3
ES19.6 ES22.3 2;7

M ~1ternativo SOamOnk

m
winter Rnngo - No construction activitioo ohould occur on deer winter
rangee during the period ofNovember 15 through npril 15.

BeotrictQd &rea - November 15 throuah Auril 5
Hilonoot through MilODOOt %1
HO.O HO.3

Winter Nango - Flyovere ohould not be conducted over door winter rangeu
at loon than 1,500 feet above ground level during the period of Novomber
15 through npril 15.

~eatrlctod Area - Wovembor 15 throuqh &Pril 15
~ilopont through ~ilepont ~
HO.O MO.3 .

Ho. June Nulllgan
Hr. PetOr Wum
June 6, 199S
Page TwOlvE

~telQ9e

Wlntor Rnngo - No construction activitioo ohould occur on antelope
wlntor rangeo during the period of November 1 through March 31.

Bent icted oa -~ arch 3
Bileuoot through flilODOOt ~
Hooo M3.6

Klddlng Groundo - NO Construction nctivitioo ohould occur within ono-
half mile of ontolope kidding groundo during tho period of npril 15
through June 30.

Kidding oroundo - No blanting ohould occur within ono milo of antelope
kidding groundo during tho period ofnprll 15 through Juno 30.

BOotricted nre - Arrril 15 throuqh Juno 30
lePOOt t;rough ilopoot *

H1.3 M3.6
Moo HO.4 0.4

PA ltornative SOament

Winter nango - NO conotructlon actlvlt~on ohould occur on door winter
rangoo during tho period of NOvO&Or15 through nprll 15.

B tied rea -00 r ct n November )5 ah nothrou rll 15
Miloposg through ~ilepoot *
P3.3 P17.4

Wlntor Range - No construction activitioo ohould occur on door winter
rangee during tho period of Novotior 15 through npril 15.

pnotri t dA rea - NOvombor 15 throuoh Anrll 15
lePO:tOMi through MilOPOO\ w

So.o S3,S 3.0

g~ ~g~n~kLYQ.5(29T9N!...

m
Winter RangO - NO construction activities ohould occur on doer winter
ranges during the period of Novembor 15 through April 15.

BestriCted nrea - November 15 throuahnnrll1$
Mileooot through Ml epoog ~
Uo.o U2.1 .

G-516
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? nlt rnati0 vo SOqmOnt

m

Winter Rnngo - No conntructlon activltiee ohould occur on deer winter
rangoo during tho period of Novotier 15 through nprll 15.

~o trlctodma Novem bor 15throuah
epoOt through 10POOR *

Zoo Z4.5

flCFOnltornntlv0 Somoti

m
Winter ttengo - UO conatructlon actlvltlee should occur on deer wlntor
rangon during tho period ofWovetier 15 through nprll 15.

Rootrlcted nroa - Novembor 1 throuoh &Pril &5
w~ Ot through Mll Opoot

WCFOO .0
w

WCF04.1 4.1

Tablo c.3-5 - Sandhlll cronoo may bo nonting adjacent to Sogmont L in
Secret valley ao a pair wao rocontly obnorved (Mnrch, 1995) in tho moadown
thoro. Thin area cortalnly roprooonto potential eandhill crono habltot ond a ]02!21
nootlng pair wae documented in thlo aron by Tuocarora project conoultantn Ln
1994. Ploano corroct thlo cell of tho toblo.

Lloting nago grouoe brood habitot acreago under tho columno titled
“PotontLal Sogo Orouoe ttroodNabltat” and “Sogo Urouoo Loko and Drood Nabltat”
io confusing. Baood on a conversation with Mo, PotrioLa !4OO1OYof Woodward-
clydo Conoulbonto, tho Dopartmont ouggooto tho columno bo tltlod “Soge arouoe
Orood Nabltat” and Sogo Grouoe Loko”. Tho now column tltloo would require the
dat4 preeontod in SOgmOnt C, tho 27 acroo of brood hobitat currently liotod

1
02!32

““do= ,,sago0=0”00 Loko and DrOOd Ilabltnt,,~Ould nnad to bo movod ovor under

tilenow column “Sago Orouoo Orood Nabltat”. FOr sogmont L, l@SagoOrOUOO LOkO
and Brood NnbLtat” plaaoo lndlcoto that the 167 ncroo includo both actual loko
and good lok habitat.

Wintering oogo grouoo habitat aro not hated. Impacto to thie habitat
componont are frequently cltod Ln tho lLtoraturo ao potentially limiting to 101!93populatlonn and ohould bo lncludod in thin analyole.

Tho tablo ohould includo noot oltoo forloggorhoad ohrikoo which %~oro
locatad within tho propoood routo ROW on Segmanta C, O, Q, and W (an ~<ol1 ae 10z;~i4alternative Sagmonto P and V).

Pago C.3-31

Third pnragraph - TI1Otext otaton that “potential” broOd real.lnYl)at~ita~
occuro in or along Sagmonto C, E, K, L, and N. Known brood roorlng habitat
aloo occuro in Sogmonto E and K. Actlvo loko approximately two mllan from tho
proposod routo at Sagmont L indlcato that nooting and brood roaring habitat 101!55
ohould bo conuidorcd ao occurring there aloo. Tablo c.3 - 19 (page c.3-125)
lioto brood roaring habitat ao occurring in Sogmont A, but thio 10 not
rofloctod in tho t~xt.

FhalEIWS, Novaber 199S
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Mu. Julie Nalligan
Hr. Peter hum
Juno 6, 1995
Pago Fourtoon

Last pnrngraph - The “paoturo” habltato idontlfied in thloooctlon aro
primarily wotlnnd nyotamo. Tho paoturo hnbItato in thio aoction ohould be

]0
2!~6

chnngod to harbacoouo wetland comunlty typoo.

Pogo C.3-32

Soctlon C.3.1.2.3, Spoclol Status Spocios, flratporngrapb, thizd
eontonco - Thooe three opecleo ohould bo liotod by nomo in thin oontonco alony

]0 2!57
with their California Natlvo Plant Socioty (CNPS] liotlng codo.

Fourth sentence - Tho CNPS Liot 3 OPOC1OO roforrod to here ie
Scutellarfo holmgroniorum. It in currently being trantad by CNPS an n la
npocleo and tho moot rocont evaluation of flolddots led to tho propooal to
place thin tnxon on tho la Ilot. In oubnoquent aootlano S. holmgronforum in 102;~i8treated ae 10 (o.g,, pago C.3-45). n more direct roferonce to it hero an la
would result in moro cOnblOtOnt treatment.

Pngo c,3-33 snd Pago c.3-34

Tablo c.3-6 - Arnica fUlgOflS,w Arnica u0rorf4, Lo moot comonly fouad
in mondow/nonp hnbitata. aiooyotomo snd Wnodward-clydo connultanto primarl1y
found Arnfca aororfa in Wnotnrn Juniper Woodland hobltnt typoo. Tho habitat ]02!59llotod in tho tablo for twin arnlca ohould bo corrocted to rof loct thlo.

Pngo c.3-33 and Pngo c.3-34

Tnblo C03-6 nnd Tablo C.3-7 - Ploaoo add the alluvlal fano to naqobruoh
ocrub ao habitat for Podicularis contranthora (Segment L). 102!!0

Pleaoo review thooo taxa for which “Vernal clay flat”is.1Lotad an tho
hnbltot. It in too broodly applied hare and not oultablo for Cam fogonla ]02!!;1alyuooidon cop. boothif nor Lomatium ravonil.

PngO C.3-35

spoclnl Stntuo Wlldlifo Spociou, firnt pnrngrsph, fourth nostasco -
Ploano raplaco word “calculated” with “colloctod”. 101!%2

Pago C.3-35

Morican Whlto Pollcan, aocond santonco - Tho 140t brooding record
within tho vicinity Of tho propooed projoct wao in 1976, not 1906. 102:23

c.3-36

Woatorn Lonst alttOrn, top parograpb, last sontonco - I>loaaoPVOVLOO tllti10PA,roforonco that lndlcatod loaot bitterno noot Ln tho Hodoc Plateau noglon. 13.34

Swainaon’ n Nawk, lout nontonco - Thin oantonco ooclnotobo n composl1,:
of two lncomploto nontonceo. Tho moaning of a noot porchlng on power PO1OO ):;]02!%scortalnly unclear.

--
Ooldon Englo, lant nontonco - Thin oontosco in not Cot)!ploto.

Jv
2;%6

Pogo C.3-36 and C.3-37
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Ho.JulioWalllgan
Mr.POtOrIlum
Juno6, 1995
PagoFifteen

nald Eaglon (naliaootua laucocophalun) - In additionto notingthatbald
oagloowlntarin thoWarmSprlngoValleywhich 10 cronoed by tho proponod
projoct, thlo ooctlon should aloo ldnntify tho Hadollno Plalno and }IonoyLake
valley an bald eaglo wintering arono which aro aloo cronood by tho propoood
project. Floh are the only forago ltom Ldentifiod for bald oaglao but forago
Ltomo aloo Lncluda waterfowl and rodonto.

P4g0 C.3-31

sago orouso (Contracorcua urophaoionuo) - Thlo naction ohould addrooo
tho valuo of loks ao vital olomanto in tho llfo CYC1O and malntonanco of oaga
grouoo population. The dlntlnctiona botwaen lek, n0atln9# and brOOd ~~~~9
and wintarlng habitat ooom to havo becomo blurred in thlo troatmont.
aoparato uooa of adjacent habitat should bo doacrLbod, and
tho potontial lmpacta to thoaa roopactlvo habitat functiono ohould bo
dlacunnod. Impacto to any ono of thaao compononto could cauoo decllnoo in
aago grouoo populatlono and tho projact could cauoo ongoing mortality (wiro
CO1lLoiono) or dloplncomont of ango grouao.

Oroator Sondblll Crnno, first nontanco - AO tho propoood projoct goon
nowhoro near 6iokLyou County, wo preoumo sierra County in meant.

Pago c.3-40

Short-aorod Owl -,Tho dLocuonion OfthinOPOC1OO in too brlaf and
lncomploto. Ploaao lndLcate if any woro found.

Pngo c.3-42

SpOCial StatUO Rapt1100 - ono woatorn pond turtlo wao roportod in tho
POO1O in lowor ooop cut Crook Ln 1994.

Pago C,3-43

Spottod Bat (Eudomn maculatum), MastiffSnt (8uopa porotin
colifornic4), and pallid nat (~trOzOun palliduo) - ThOaO ‘octiono ‘ndicate
that field ourveyo woro conductod. Wo information is provided au to gonaral
aroao, time frameo, and acopo of ourveya, or if the field aurvoya woro
apecifLcally for batn OK wore conductsd in conjunction with othor aurvey~.
Detailed information ao notod abovo ohould bo included in thio ooction.

Page C.3-44

Pygmy Rabbit - A pygmy rabbit report of July 18, 1994, by HeaOrs.
Jackman and Cull of Diooyotoma near HP 91.S (Segment W) ohould also be noted
hero.

Dighorn Sheep - It is comonly accoptad that bighorn aheop have bsen
extirpated from their rango in Lansen and Hodoc countieo.

Badger - Badgers are known to den in the vicinity Ofthesouth extent of
tho East Secret Valley Alignment. 102:$5

Page C.3-45

AltUreS volcnnic Oravals, first sentenca - pYrocla@tic rOck~ are not
restricted to ‘gravel-oizad”frapenta,they may be any nlze rock fragment=. 102g%6 1

S-518

Ho. Julio WallLgan
Hr. PetOr}Ium
Juno6, 1995
PagoSixtOOn

volcanic Vortisootiw Sngobrumb Scrti, lnst nootonco on pngo - Pleano
Coxroct ,,Wit,,to ‘Iwith!”.

Pago C.3-49

c,3 .2.1.1 significance critorin,Vogotntion- ThO criteriaby whict~
thaneguidolinooworedeveloped10 notclear. Tho finalEIR/E1snhould
providothocriteriaand raforenceo by which thooo guidolineo wore dovelopod
(i.e., Handatory Findingo of Significanco [Saction 1506S of CEQA Ouidollnoo ],
[Public ROnOUrCoo Codo section 21083] etc.).

Tha final EIR/EIS ohould includo a bullet for “a roductiOn in numbmrn”
of opocial ntatuo planto (i.e., raro or ondangorod planto - 000 Soctiono 1506S
and 163s0 of CEQA Guidolinoo). It apponro an though impacto that aro
mandatorily olgniflcant undar Stato rogulationo havo boon arbitrarily
dotormlnod to bo insignificant by rigid uoo of cKitoria davolopod for this
projoct only. Tho Dopnrtmont roquooto that the appropriate criteria contalllcd
in tho CEQn Ouldolinon bo uood an tho criteria for dotormining significant

.impncta.

Pago C.3-50

Wildlifo - no with vogotation, tho oignificanco criteria by which thono
guidolineo wora dovolopod 10 not clear. Tho final EIR/EIS ohould provido tho
criteria and roforoncon by which thooo guidolinoo wora dovolopod (i.o.,
nppondix O OfCEQnouidolinoa, or mandatory findingo of oignificanco, [Public
ROOOUrcoo Codo Section 210S3] etc.).

Pngo c.3-52

Bottom of Pago - Upon chocking tho liot of upocial otatuo plant opocloo
that will bo avoidod snd crooo-roforencing to appandicoo El and E4, it waa
dotorminod that half of the opaciea liatod have population impacted. Tho
following OPOC1OO and tho nutior of population that will bo impacted aro as
followo:

Spocioo Population Impacted

Arnfca 9ororia 5
Erigoron ologantulus
EriOgonum proclduum :
Lupfnus unci41is
Stanleya vlridiflora ;

The populations of thaae npoc~ea cannot bo conoidorad avoided until
Sierra Pacific haa comlttod to do so and tho projoct doncriptions have boon
changed to reflect ouch avoidanco. We wero disappointed to discover this
groe6 inaccuracy in tha document daopLte of forto to provide early Information
and our fallod attempts to participate in your siting exercioco WILIIsierra
Pacific. Wo requeot a rovlew Of all tower and acceoo road data to increa~c
the accuracy Of thio ooction.

1
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Ho. Ju11o Walligan
MC. POtOE Wum
Juno 6, 1995
Pago Savontoen

PngO C,3-53

Tablo C.3-9 - Thlo tablo liuto habltot 1000 in two c4togorieo:
temporary and porm4nont. On pago C.3-S6, third par4graph and followlng
bulleto, imp4cto 4ro dlocuosod in terms of lmod14te, short-term, 10ng-tOKm
and pormanont. It 10 not clear how tho catogorleo on pago C.3-56 roloto to
thooo of Table C.3-9.

Tho potontial oxlotn for projoct-rolatad nonnativo plant introduction
throughout tho projoct area, yot thlo table lndlcatod that nomo h4bltato/

. rooourcoo aro imuno to thlo throat.

U4ny plant OPOCLOO wero omittad from thin tablo dooplto tho potontlal
for direct or lndiroct lmp4cto. App4rontly thooo OPOC1OO 4re omitted boc4ueo
it Lo nooumod they will bo 4voidodl howovor, ovold4nco in 4 mltlg4tlon option
4nd OPOCLOO or ppulationo th4t 4re oxpocted to bo 4voldod ohould bo llotod,
Even though avo d4nce la planned, thoro m4y ntill be potontlol lmpecto to
theoe opecleo along thle eegment if slight routing changao ace m4do or other
dovlat~ono, which 4re unknown 4t thlo time, are required. Plono to mLtLgnte
impacto through avoidanco m4y require monitoring to enoure that popu14tLena
aro not 4dvorooly 4ffoctod. The Department ouggeeto th4t 4 tablo of
mLt Lgat Lon optiono be devolopod for each epoclen that may bo Impacted. Tho
mitlgotlon optiono ohould include, but not be limltod to, ovold4nco,
rootor4tLon and monitoring, off-olto compono4tion, etc., (oee CEQA
Guidollnee). In tho dovolopmont 4nd rocomendatlon Ofmltlgntlon optiono,
partlcu14r attontlon ohould bo glvon to lmpncto that nro long-term duo to
malntonanco of tho tronumioolon llno.

flnpoof tho popu14tiono Of opocial-atatuo plant OPOC1OO Lndlcato that
m4ny populatlono will ba affected by conotructlon actlvitleo. It 10 crltlcol
that appropriate mitigation plana be developed for each impacted opaciea.
Thonemitigationpianomuot be completo and detailed and tho Dopnrtment
roqueete that they be oubmltted for approval not leoe than 60 d4ye prior to
construction. Ootailod mitigation piano ohould lncludo tho following:

1.

2.

3,

tho rooulto Of preconstruction ourveya thot8

n) documont plant population aroaa extent
b) ootimnto numbora of lndivldualo in population
c) dotermino potontLal off-nito raforonco oitoo for pontconotruct ion

monitoring

4 rootoration ntratugy that outlinooz

piano for propagulo salvago
:; mathodo of propagulo atorago, if oalvagod
c1 n14ntina ochedulo
di filantintimathodo
Q) critical aepecta ofeach OPOCLOD biology and ecology that aro

relevant to rontoratlon

a monitoring otrateqy thot dlocuoooo:

a) data to bo collact4d
b) methode ofdata analyoia and presentation
c) specific population to bo monitored
d) off-alto roferonco ploto to bo monitored
0) monitoring ochadulo

]02!$1

Ho. June Walligan
Mn. POtOr WUM
Juno 6, 1995
Page Elghte~n

f) complete dofinltlono of oucconn crltorin to bo mot during
rootorntlon

9) roallatic ontlmatoe of oxpoctod oucceoo each OUCCOOOLVO year
h) final aucceoo criteria to be attained at end of roataratlon period

4. contingency piano for rootoratlon fnllura

plann to componaato for partial OUCCROO
:; plana to componoato for complote failure
c) roallotlc ootlmatoo of foaoiblllty of off-olto componontlon

Thin ooctlon ohould include n diocuoolon of any planned or porformod
follow-up rind/orproconntructlon nurveyo. Ao oprlng and oummor of 1994 woo a
dry year, tho nizo and oxtont of documontod plant populatlono very likely did
not reflect their potontlol OIZO. Sovor41 onnu41 OPOC1OO that may not havo
been locatad on tho ROW in 1994 may be documented in 1995. In thoao rogiono
whoro conatructlon Lo planned for opring 1996, proconntruction nurvoya munt bo
conducted in epring 1995 and opoclfic plana m4da to accurately ourvoy these
population for flagging prior to construction, .

Where avoldanco from both conotructlon activitlao and overland tr4vel
havo boon chaeon ae the key mitigation action, the draft SIR/EIS ohould
includo opociflc contingency moaourea (both on-site and off-olto) for impocto
to aenoltlvo plant populatlono. Hltlgatlon may lncludo 4n attempt to rootoro
populatlono or off-olto componoatlon. Whoro rootorati,onofforto fall, off-
olta camponoation ohould bo uood. Off-oito componontion moanuroo will need to
bo qunntltatlvo and ohall bo aubjoct to approval by tho Oopartmont. Spoclfic

I

o2;%5OPOO1OO of Lntoraot include: Atriplox gardneri var. fnlcata, Dimeros14
howollii (Sogmont c), Erigoron ologantulun (eagmont K), Eriogonum Collinunl,
Eriogonum proclduum, Eriogonum robuotum, Lupinun uncinlfs, Podlcularis
contranthera, and Stanloya virfdfflora. Thio information ia burled in
Appendix E under tho individual liotlnga for each taxon but alno nhould bo
oumarlzed hero.

Baood on tho lnformatkon wo havo it appearo th4t tho following t4xa nocd
to bo lncludod in thin table: 1

Luplnus Unclalis
Eriogonum prociduum

OlmOrOOla hOwollii
Lomatium ravanli
hrnica oororla
Scutollaria holmgroniorum

Arnfco Borol.ia
Scutollaria holmgro)liorum
Lom4tium hondorsonii
Astragalua agrostis

FhalEIWS, November1995
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Soqmont K

Lometfum hondoreonii
ErigerOn olegantulun
Erfogonum COllfnUm

Semont L

Atriplox gardnori vnr, falcata
l!ackelfa cusickif
Pedicularia centranthora
stanleya virfdiflorn

Saqmont o

Cami550nia minor
Sriogonum nutana var. nutans

Soa mont x

EriogOnum robuntum

$oamont x

Sriogonum robuotum

Nowovor, it10not clear that 411 data aro inoludod in tho DEIn/EIS.
clearly tho Eaot Socrot VallaY altornativo han not ovon boon ourveyod at thla
timo and thoroforo tho potontiol lmpacto and mitigation moouroo cannot bo
fully disolooed to tho public at thio time. Ao otated abovo, theto is need to
completely rawork tho eection and chock for complotonoee and adherenco to
Stato regulation in datorminlng olgnlflcnnt lmpacta and mitigation moaouros.

.

Pago C.3-56

First full pnrngrnph - whore avoldanco from both conotructlon actlvltioo
and ovorland travel havo boon chooon an the koy mitigation action, tho final
EIR/SIS ohould include epoclfLc contingency moaoureo (both on-oito and Off-
aite) for unanticipated Impacta to eaneltlvo plant population. ROOtOrat ion
nhould bo unod whoro foaniblo. Off-nltecomponaatlon moaouroo will need to ho
quantltatlvo and oubjoct to approval by tho DopartmOnt. sPOciflc oPociOe Of
Lntaraot lncludo Atriplox gardnori var. falcata, Dimorosia howollii (Segment
c), Erigoron elogantulus (Segment K), Erfogonum cOllinum, Er1090num prOciduUt!),
&rlogonum robustum, Lupinus uncial is, Pedfcularis centranchora, and St4nleya
viridiflora.

PagO c.3-64

c.3.2 .2. 2 Spociflc Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Hoasuros -
veaotatlon, OOnmral cOuOnt - Tha aroolon control Plan and the restOratlOn
nl~n hn~a not boon nubmltted with the draft and thiroforO tho Department.
;~;riotevaluate the generalitleo otatcd ragarding each of thone documcnto.

2PA,23-76

Mo. Juno HallLgan
Hr. POtOr lium
Juno 6, 199S
PagO TwOflty

Pago c3-65

Impact 1 and Teblo C.3-10, first two COIWS - The mathOdOlogy
deecrlblng ~ the approxlmato ncroaga for tompornry or permanent 10UO of
plant community typoowanderived in not clear. The dovaloemant Of
calculntlono for off-elto acroagn componontion LO dapondont upon thin initial 1015%9entimato. The final EIR/EIS ohould includo tho methodology for thio ootimato
and valueo ehould coincido with totalo lintod oarlior in the text.
Pago C.3-70

B-2, sacond parngrapb, fourth eontonco - Ploaeo corroct thle oontenco to
road “If euch equlpmont croatoe tuto in oxcooo of 6 Lnchoo doap and ovor 100 101!50
fnot in length, tho vortiool 0011 ohnll bo daomod...’”.

pngo c.3-71 Nolrngron’e skullcap, fourth oontOncO - Thin eeOcino 10 cOnOldOrOd
to bo a CNPS lB tnxon, not CNPS 3. Earlier raferonc~o in thio OSIR (e.g.,

]0

I’A,

pago C.3-45) have rocognlzod thLn. Thie npacloe nhould be handled an a 10 2341

OPOC1OO in thin diecuooion.

Raven’s Lomatium, lnst sontonco - Ploaoo ropluce “cuolck’o oticknoad”
with “Raven’o lometLure”. Tho oentenco ohould aloo bo changed to otato that no

]0
2!%2

npeclfLc mitigation 10 propoood for lmpactu to Ravan’e lomatLure.

Pnaa C.3-77--.—–
B-5, flrnt pnragrnph, fourth nontonco - RaOtOration to proconotruct Lon

condltlono aro alwayo doalrablo unlooo an opportunity for lmprovamont oxioto
]0

1!$3
[000 gonoral commont for B-4 abova).

second parngraph - Mitigation Uoaouro D-5 ohould includo opoclflc
contlngoncy moaouroo (both on-olta and off-alto) for opoclal utatuo plant
opncloo that ,,donot “cot thn preoetablinhod ouccoeo crltorla twO YOaro after

It may bo to Slorra Pacific”o bonofit to implomont contingency ]0 2!$4
construction”.
moanureo prior to tho flvo-year monitoring period.

Pago C3-79

Mltlgntion Hoosuro D-6 - Tho fLnal EIR/EIS ohould opocifically state
that, during all phaooo of construction, accooo rondo and tho ROW wil 1 bo
complotoly blockod to provant unauthorized vohlcular traffic. In addition,
ill accoou roads locatod in provlounly inaccaooiblo areao should bo completely

1
01!%5blocked toall pootprojoct vehicular acceao. Mltigatlon Meaoura D-6 ehould bo

amendad toaddrooo thie.

Page C3-S2, c3-83, C3-85 nnd c3-86

3.2.2.3 Impact 1, 2, and Table C.3-12, firot two columns - The
methodology doacribing M the approximate acreage for temporary or pnrmatlenl
10SO of plant comunity typos wao dorlvcd le not clear. Tho dovGlOement of
calculation for off-uita acraago compenoatlon 10 dependent upon thin initial 102;$6eotimato. The EIR/EIS should include the methodology for thin ootimato a#ld
valuee ehould coincldo with totalo liotod earllor In Lho LOXL.

G- 520
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Pago C.3-87

Impact3! Lossof SngoOrousoBroodHabitat- Effoctoon Bagegrouno
neoting,broodrearingandwinter habitat by tho propooodtranumlooionlino
ate not confinod to the area directly under tho line or the area didturbod by
the towor baeee. Thue, tho acraago doncrlbed in Impect 3 ere likaly much
greater than etntad in tho DEIR/E18, and Hltlgetion D-n’ o aaoooomont of .0059
acre of loot brood roaring habitat would bo much too nmnll.

Pago C.3-90

Impact 6: Dlsturbnnco to 8poalal Status Wildlife Spocion and Mnbitnts -
It would be beneficial to havo a more dotallod diocuoolon, oithor Ln the text
or a table, of the porceivod lmpacte of the projoct to aenoltlve or noted
wLldlifa, For exemplo, nowhore 10 it liotod how C1OOO tho oandhill crano
nooto or Swainoon’o hawknooto nro to the lino and thoroforo ono cannot fully
ovaluato how effoctivo the mitigation monouroo will bo.

Pago .C.3-92

Toblo C.3-13 - Tho avoldanco period for Swainoon’o hawk in compllcntad.
Your otatomont on pago C.3-90 that DFO protocolo wL1l be followod in addition
to tho buffore in the tablo la apprOprlato. WO feOl that tho buffOra in the
tablo ehould roprooont the maximum mount of eoneltivity, howovor, we
rocommondod in our biological opinion for the Tuecerora Projoct that no
conotructlon actlvit~oo occur w~thln ono-half milo of an actlvo neat from
AprLl 1S to Auguot 1. Thlo dlffore from the daton in our protocol (wrltton
oix months oarlior) to Woodward-clydo Aaooclatao, but wan baOOd on further
diocueoiono with exportn Ln Swalnoon<o hawk biology. TI1oPrOtOcOl LO bOlng
rawritten to allow certain activitiao at other tlmae and diotancoo with
aPPKOPKiatO monitoring but tho figuroo that ohould appear in tho table are:
construction, 4/15-8/1, 0.5 mllo and foot traffic, 4/15-8/1, 200 yordo.

In the oamo tnblo, tho oamo conditlono ohould apply to tho Alturao
projoct for porogrlno falcon no to tho Tuacarora projoct. Thin rOOtr~~~On
10, no construction prior to Hay 15 without a noot monlt?r preoent.
would chango tho buffer dlotanco to 1.5 mllee. There. 10 no mention anywhere
of nenoltivlty of thlo projoct to pralrio falcono, which are probably tho moot
oonoltivo raptor when it comoo to noot dloturbonco. They ohould bo added to
tho tnblo with an avrridancoperiod of 311-6/30 and n diotanco of 1 mile.
Again, a protocol for working lnaido theoo pnramotors with a noot monitor
prooont will bo proparod.

Pngo C.3-93

Impnct 7! olractMortolityto Wild~lfO- DirOctmOrtalitYof ground
nonto,oapoclallyoandhill crane and oago grouoo nooto, ohould bo acco\8nt0d

]0
2;%1

for and mitlgatad.

Pago C.3-90

Impnct 13: Incroasod Predation on Oround-Nesting Birds, Smnll Mnmols,
and Waterfowl - Increaoad predation by raptore on pygmy rabbite ohould bo

]0
2;%2

opocifically montionod in thie diecueoion.

o-22 - Ploaoe raquiro porch gunrdo bo inotallod on segment W duo to tke
prononcoo of aago grouoo and pygmy rabbito. 102;%3

fial EIWS, Novaber 1995
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HO. Julio Walligan
Hr. POtOr HUM
Juno 6, 1995
Pago Twenty-two

PngO C.3-99

c.3.2.3 Cwulative Impacts and Mitigntioo Meaauran, Vagotation - Under
projecte coneidorod and their locatione, pleaoe correct “Ski Renort/Oolf
Couroo, leen w ona mile wast of U.S. 395 in Long Valley /Dallo Canyon ]02!%4
eroa. . .,,(Not Ealle canyOn).

P4g0 C.3-1OO

Fir@t cornploto pnrngrapb - Special otatue plant opnciee affected by both
tho Tuecarora Pipeline end nlturao Tranomiooion LinO projacte aro nOt
roprooented in the text. The draft EIR/EIS only liote oix OpOCiOa, wherean a
total of 17t opocial ntatuo OPOC1OO aro affoctad by both projacto. Affected
opociee that woro not liotod include: Arnica nororia, ntriplox gardnori var.
falcata, Caminoonia minor, Dfmoronia howollii, Erigoron ologantulus, Erfogonum
collfnum, Lomntium ravonii, Lupinun uncfalis, Hlmulun pygmaoua, PodicuJaris
contronthor4, Pnoralldium lanooolntum, Scutollarla hoJmgroniorum and St4nJoya
vlridiflora. Tho final EIR/EIS ohould includo a comprohonoivo Ilot of ali
npoci41 otatuo plant OPOC1OO affoctod by tho propoood project and tho total
number of population affacted (not individual) on a por OPOC1OO bnni5.

J

Pago C.3-1OI

Wildlife- cumulativeeffectn for wildlifo habitat will include off-nito
mitigation meaouree for ohort-term, long-term and permanent effecto due to
rootoration feilure. 101;%6

Pago c.3-106

Tnblo C.3-17 - nofaroncoo to loko in rolntion to tko propoood routo and
altornetivoo nhould aloo npecificallY addreoo saga grouoo wintOring, breOding,

]0
2!!i7

nonting nnd brood ronring habitat.

Pago C,3-107

Tnblo C.3-10 - A very omall and potontiaily very vulnorablo population
of oage grouoe oxiotn adjacent to Segment WCFO on Nallelu jeh Wlidllfe nroa.
Tho note etating “NO wildlifo reoourcoe affoctod” under Sogmento S, U, Z, WCFO ]02!%8and X-oaot oogmonto 10 incorroct for thono oogmonto.

Pago C03-113

Wildlife ROSOUrCos, third pnr4grnph - nddltiOnal dOtaila On thO
“’.,.probablo grootor impacto..,,OhOu~d bO Duppllad,00p0Cially for mu~O dOO~#

pronghorn, bndgor and ongo 9r0u00 habitatO. 1

Thio paragraph aloo ouqgooto that thooo \lnquantifiodqroator impactn
would bo duo to qroator amounto of ourfaco dioturbanco and a rolatlvo lncro.l!lt!
in humnn praoonce (roletivo to Segment L). Whi10 thOoe factOro wOuld bo
involved, tho Eaot Socrot Valley Altornative providna much higher quality
upland habitat on a year-round banio to numorouo opocial otatus opocioe than
that found in Segment L. Thuo, impacta to habitato thoro would bo moro
dotrimontal. ●102!%9

c.3.3.5 Wondal nlternativo, c.3.3.5.1 Environmental Sottlng -
Alternative Scgmont N holdn hiotoric and potontial oago grouoo and pygmy
rabbit pOpUlatlOne 100B than or equal to ono mile Weot Of Alternative SogmcnL ]0

2!?h

H, at MP 1.5.
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Ho. Julie walligan
Ht. Petet Hum
Juno 6, 199S
Pago Twanty-three

Pago C.3-115

c.3. 3.6.2 EnvlrOMOntal Impacto and nltigatlon UOUOUrOO - Dlocunnion of
lmpacto othoc than juot cumulatlvo lmpacto to tho Doylo Wlldllfo nroa ohould ]0l:tblbe included hero.

Pages c.3-121 to C.3-127

C.3.5 4fltigati0n440nlt0rlngProgram - Mitigation monitoring willroqulro
a well-dovolopadplandoocriblngin dotalltho monitoring program organization
and oporation, monitoring taoko, raportlng and corroctivo aotiono protocol.
Tha mltlgatlon monitoring plan should includo the followlng specific polnto: 1
(1) Tho “Introduction” ooctlon ohould includo tho plan ovorview, authority

and purpoao, and lint rolatod documonto!
I

(2) HonLtoring program orgnnlzatlon and oporatlono ohould lncludo: an
organization chart, t4blo of roloo and rooponoibllitioo, ngoncy
coordination, tralnlng (both lnternnl and training with othor rooourco
agonclos), comunlcatione (during normal daily oporatlon and after-houro
notiflcatlon)t documentation and reporting ochedulao [dally, weekly,
progrooo roportn, documentation of noncompliance, notlflcotlon of
raoourco agency for noncompllonco activity).

(3) Honltoring taoko ohould bo epoclflcand lncludo an outllno for
compliance monitoring and tracking that wL1l addrooo tho koy areao of
activity, tracking mitigation meaouroo and ochedulo. Monitoring tasks
will identify proconotruction dollvorabloo, proconotructlon nurvoyo and
flagging, construction monitoring (raro plant avoidance, etc.), and
pootconotruction monitoring for restoration, eroolon control and
meintenanco Lnopoctiono.

ol$tol

Pngo c.3-125

Tablo C.3-19 - Monitoring in oage grouoe nooting/brood roaring habitat
ohould lncludo avoldanco of nasto and dloturbanco/haraooment of broodo. 10 21ib3

Tho location of pygmy rabbits near Altornntlvo Sogmonto N and M nhould
bo lncludod. 10lf:i4

Pago c,3-127

Perch guards ehould be placed wherever vulnerable oDeclal statuo vrey
opoclau occur now, not just whero predatory blrdo now occur. Predatory birds]01{!6sU
occur throughout the project area and would be drawn to new hunting perchoo.

part C,6 oeoloav, soils, and Paleontology

~grt C.? NYHW

Oonoral Cement - Little discussion Of potontlal impacts on sprlngo i5
included in thie section. This topic nhould bo covered in the text and in
Table c.7-3. ]02~ti6 ,

~

MO. Ho. Julla Walligan
Mr. POtOr IIum
Juno 6, 1995
Pago Twenty-four

Wetland ayotomo lletod aa biological rooourceo in Table E-4 aro not
addreoood in thlo ooctlon. Site-opacific locatlone of wotlande will nood to
bo ldentlflad. Plaaoo raviow comonta pertaining to wetland on pago C.3-14
abovo.

Part C.8 Land Uoo, Public Rocreatlon, and Educational, RelLgioue, or
Sclontiflc UsOo

In tho ovaluatlon of the WCFG altornativo (Pago c.13.65), it alno
aepoare that af1910point WN06 io clooor to US 395 than io noceooary. Tho
vlounl impacto of tho WCFO altornatlve at thin location could be roducod by
moving that angle point further oaot away from US 395.

Port D* C0mDari80n of Altnrnativon

Pago D-8

D.3.1 Alturns Aron nltornntivo Sogmont B Vorsun Proposod Projoct
Sogmont n - In revlawlng Segment A and Alternative Sogmont B, the projoct
analyola of tho potontial for raptor collioiono would indlcato an Lncroaood
potential for impacto duo to tho fact that so~ont B is crooning a largar
wetland. For thin oamo roaoon thoro would alao bo a grootor potontlal for
impacto to cranoo and bald eaglon.

Pago D-11

Soation D.3.4 East Socrat Vnlloy Aligmont Versus Proposod Projoct
Sowoot L, last bullet - Tho groatar lmpacto on biological rooourcoo nro
confinod to “particularly big game habltato” in the ESVA. Sago grouoe,
badgore, loggerhead ahrlken would bo affoctad.

Port E, Additional Lonq-Tom ImDlicationn

Pago E-3

not

E.3.3 Potontlnl Orowth-Inducting Effocta - Tho growth inducing
Lnfluonceo of the oalln Canyon Ski Rooort projoctnaodo to be adequately
addroaoad. A oubotatlon at Bordortown makoo the potontial for thio projoct,
which oncompaooon over 6,000 acroo, qulto attractive. Thlo projact hno the
potential for nlgnlflcant advereo Impacte on the biological reoourcoo of the
area and could degrade tho valuea of the Stato”n Hallelujah Junction Wildlifo
Area. Sierra Pacific hao Lndlcated that it haa no dealre to provlda a
eubotatlon for euch a project and hao lndLcated that coots for an approprlato
oubntatlon aro very high and would mako ouch a project quite lnfoaslblo. The
Dopartmont foolo that s okL rooort, golf couroo and tho aooociatod amonitieo
that tho dovolopor hno ouggentod to Slarra County would mako ouch a capital
Outlay quite roaoonabln. Growth lnducemant of thin projoct ohould bO
addreeoed in the f Lnal document.

Part F. Pronosod 4fltiqationWonitorina. comnlia,,coand RunOrti!usS!) .

Oeneral COaOnt - Propooad mitigation monitoring compliance and
reporting plan (WWCRP) - The WWCRP outlino and mitigation tablo are too broall
in ecops and generalized to eneure compliance during tho proposed project
implamontatLen. The mitigation monitoring plan nhould followtheapoclflc
racomondatlona preoontad in review comments for Section c.3.5 lleted above.
Proconntructlon plans listed under item 3 will need to provide opeciflc
compliance criteria for each Of the iduntifled resourcee for the final Wn.

G-522
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Ju11o Walligan
Hr. POtOr Hum
Juno 6, 1995
Pago Twenty-fivO

EIR/EIS. Ikemo 1 through 6 currently lack tha opoclflclty noodod to aooooo
tho adequacy of tho monitoring plan. A moco PCOCLOO mltlgntlon monitoring
plan ohould bo dovolopod for tho final EIR/EIS.

Pago F-5

aonoral Reporting Procodurom, lnst aontonco - Tho Dapartmont ohoulrtbo
added to tha not of reclpionto who rocoivo wrltton raports. Tho DopnrtmOnt
requentn that coplee of the enviromontal inopector’e daily flold roporto be
oubmltted wookly by faceimlle to our of fico in Raddlng. In addition, tho
D~partment requoote lmodlato notification of any condition found by the
onviromental inopoctorn to be a violation of environmental opoclficatione.

Pago F-7

Mitigation Monitoring Program Tnblo, Introduction of nonnntivo plnnt
SPOC1OS (Class 11) - Tho “Effoctivanooa Criteria” addrooooo oronion and not
nonnativo plnnto.

Pago F-O

Mitigation Moa8uro n-10 - Hoanuro ohould Lnoludo Sogmont 0.

DppE~XX E*\ $1oloaicnl ROnOUrCOS

?~q0 E,I-l

Introduction - Ploaoo note that Hr. Syd Kahro’a location 10 Region 2
(Sacramento Valley-Central sierra Region), not Region 1 (Northorn California-
North Coaot Region).

Pago E.1-13 and E,l-14

Tablo E-2 - Pronghorn nood to bo romovod from tho tablo no it 10 not a
C2 Opocial Otatuo Opocioo. Bald eaglo and northorn hnrrior ohould bo put
above Swainoon’o hawk to agrao with ~oric4n Ornithologioto Union chockl~ot
ordor. soo comontn nD for Pago C. 3-26.

PngO E.1-45

jo‘2!%2

10
PA,

13.[13

]0

PA,
13.114

10PA.13.IIS

]0
2:ti6

]0

PA,
13.117

Ho. Julie Nalligan
Hr. POtet Num
Juno 6, 1995
Pago ~enty-eix

Thank you for the opportunity to comont on thio
any quootlona rogardlngthooecomonto,ploaoocontact
NaturalMoritognSuporvioorat (916)22S-2315.

document. If you have
tfr.Jim Neloon,Region 1

Sincoroly,

,’‘[.,.; , ..,11>
,,II ,{,”,

JohtiTurner, Chief
EnvLromontal SorvLcoo Divioion

cc: tfr.Richard L. Elliott
Department of Floh and omo
Redding, Callfornin

Dr. Gary N. Hounior
Vito Praoidont, Environmental Aoneoomont
nopon EnvirOnmOntal Oroup
ngoura Nine, California

Hr. Stovo Kellogg
Woodward-ciydn Conoultnnto
Oakland, Cnlifornin

Prnirio Falcon and -orican Porogrinn Fnlcon - Tho diocuooion on pralrlo
and porogrino falcono noodo to bo expanded to includo mitigation for impncto

]0

PA,
23.118

to nooting birdn during construction, not juot impacto from poworlino
collioiono.

Pago E.I-58

Sovoral opringo within tho propoaod gonoral alignment support
population Ofa currently undoocribod opocioe of the genuo Pyrgulopnis, a
hydroblld onall that hae boon recomendod for candidate etatuo under tho
Federal Endangorod Spocioo Act. Thooo opringo aro in tho Long Valley, Duck
Flat and the smoke Crook dooort area. There arm alao populntiono of
fingornall clamo, Plsidium ultramontanum, a Fodoral Candidato 2 prcoont in
ooveral opringo in tho area.

~al EIWS, Novaber 1995 “
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OF THE 1

~ATE OF @LIFORNIA

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE RICIIAROCAR2AGA, presiding.
2
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In the matter of the Application
of Sierra Paoific Power Company
for a Cerkifiaate of Public
Convenience and Neoessity to
Construct and operate khe
Alturae Transmission Line .
Projeut.
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PART G, COMMENTS

A’ B.

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE RICHARD CAREAGA, presiding

In the Matter of the Application )
of Sierra Pacific Power Company )
for a Certificate of Public )
Convenience and Necessity to ) Application
Conetruct and Operate the ) 93-11-018
Alturas Transmi&sion Line )
Project. )

\

BPPEA~ CES: (Prehearin9 conference, February 61 1995)

KATHLEEN DRAKULIC}!, Attorney at Law,
6100 Neil Road, Reno, Nevada 89520, “
appearing for Sierra Pacific Power
Company, Applicant.

PETER W. RANSCHEN, Attorney at Law, of
GRARAM & JAMES, One Mar~time Plaza
Suite 300, San Francisco,
California 94111, appearing for
Sterra Pacific Power Company,
Applicant.

MARTIN BALDING, 508-450 Stoney Lane,
Susanville, California 96130,
appearing for Audubon, Interested
Party.

FRANK E. BRAZE, 5945 Caatle Terrace,
Central Point, Oregon 975021
appearing for Self, Interested
Party.

LORRAINE BURKE, 4850 Mason Road,
Reno, Nevada 89506, appearing
for Friends of PeaVine,
Interested Party.

RICRARDG. CAMPBELL, JR., Attorney at
Law, of CAMPBELL & CAMPBELL,
50 West Liberty, Suite 870,
Reno, Nevada 89509, appearin9 for
citizens for the Preservation of
Long Valley, Interested Party.

.. .. ........- ..... n. e.,,. ”.-.-,,.”a,cm Ca,”oauu,*sul&tvm,.”--a.--..”.. -- --.. -.. —-.
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PETER HUMM, 705 Wall Street, Susanville,
California 96130, appearing for
Bureau of Land Management,
Interested Party.

T1{OMASF. KRAUW, 1203 Thomaeon Lane,
Altura~, California 96101, appearing
for Neighbors Opposing Power
Encroachment (N.O.P.E.), Interested
Party.

MARIAd P~ze IO and SARV RANDHAWA,
505 Van Ness Avenue, San Francisco,
California 94102, appearing for
the Division of Ratepayer
Advocatea.

D.E. STAWL, 720 East 4th Street,
Alturas, California 96101,
aPPearin9 for Self, Interested Party,

FRANK STEELE, 697-345 Highway 36,
Sueanville, California 96130,
aPPearin9 California Department of
Forestry and Fire Protection,
Interested Party.

SRARON K. WAGNER, Box 20765, Reno,
Nevada 89515, appearing for
Self, Interested Party.

~:

JULIE HALLIGAW, Commission Advisory
and Compliance Divieion,
505 Van Ness Avenue, San Frencieco,
California 94102.

MICHELLE DIAMONON, Commission Public
Advisor’s Office, 505 Van Neea
Avenue, San Francisco, California
94102.

lNFORMAT ~OM ONb~:

ROSEMARIE and RONALD BEJCEK, Box 269,
Standish, California 96128.
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EARLIE and NARY BROWN, 7356 Salazar
Drive, Sacramento, California
95660.

NICK J. CHORAK, P.O. BOX 1929,
Fremont, California 94538,

DALE L. CULBERTSON, 3561 Onyx Court
CarBon City, Nevada 89705.

aOROON DICK, P.O. BoX 1691,
Alturaa, California 96101.

JAN DYBDAHL, of North Cal-Neva
Resource Conservation & Development
1030 North Main Street, Alturae,
California 96101.

KEN GROESBECK, P.O. BOX 7,
Wendel, California 96136.

KENNETH VULETICH, 3035 Clover Valley
Road, Rocklin, California 95677.

●U8LICU11L111[B COMMI191ON STA1# OF CALQVO#NtA. SAN#RANCISCO. ChL180RNtA

WI EIWS, November199S

---

1.

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

10

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

G- 527

ALTURAS, CALIFORNIA, APRIL 17, 1995 - 6:00 P.M.

*****

ADMINISTWTIVE LAW JUDGE CARmGA: Good evenin9,

ladiea and gentlemen. My name is Richard Careaga. I/m

an administrative law judge for the California Public

Utilities commission.

Thie is the time and place appointed and

notioed for a public hearing to reoeive oral commente on

a draft environmental impaot report and etatement

concerning the proposal of Sierra Pacific Power Company

to construct a high-voltage overhead power transmission

line from here near Alturae to Reno, Nevada.

The application number assigned by the

commission to this proposal ie A. 93-11-o18.

Commieeioner Knight ie the assigned commissioner for the

Commission.

And the Bureau of Land Management hae assigned

Caee No. CACA-31406 to the propoeal.

BLM is working\with the California Public

Utilitiee Commieeion to prepare thle joint environmental

impact statement, environmental impact report that

aeeesees the environmental impacte of tho propoeod 345

kv transmission line.

Thie public participation hearing providee you

the opportunity to make oral comments on the draft

environmental impact report and etatement thatts been

prepared jointly by the Public Utilitiee Commission and

the BLM.

PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA
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The B~, in accordance with the Federal

National Environmental Policy Act, is going to consider

and respond to all oral and written comments, and that .

will be part of the preparation of a final environmental

impact statement and report.

The BLN and other federal agencies will use

this final report ae a basis for their decisions to

either approve or deny the application by Sierra Pacific

for ite transmieeion line right-of-way acrooe federal

lande.

The federal agency decieioye will be

coordinated with the decision that the California Publia

Utilities Commieeion will be making.

NOW this neeting is going to be

etencgraphically recorded by the court reporter, and the

kranecript of the meeting is going to be a very

important part of the record on which the Public

Utilities Commiselon will be basing its decision. They

will be baeing their decision on two thinge.

They will be looking at the final inpaot

report and seeing if it adequately compliee with the

requirement of the California Environmental QUalikY.,

Act. And they will as well be coneiderlng the

significant environmental impacta that the report may

deecribe in deciding whether or not to grant permission

to construct the project.

Therefore, it’s very inportant that the

transcript accurately record what you have to say here

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMISSION, STATE OF CALIFOWJIA
‘..”‘-’.’--SCO,~LIFORNIA

rdms,Novtier B95
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3

tonight, and for this reason Igm going to ask your help

in a number of waye.

First, and we are all guilty of this, I’ll ask

you to epeak slowly. Now I may give you a hand signal

if I think you are going faster than I think the court

repcrter can take your testirnonyl and if ~t’s necessary

l?ll interrupt and ask you to e~ow down.

Second, of course, Itm going to ask everyone

to speak one at a time. If you do need to talk to each

other, please step outside and do so. There will be

plenty of time for everybody to be heard.

Ifm going to ask that you linit your initial

comments to three to five minutes to begin with until

whoever wants to has had a chance to talk, and then if

anyone else has sonething to add after that, Welll

continue as late ae ie reasonable.

And fourth, we are going to take regular

breaks, probably around ten minutes before the hour, to

give the court reporter a break and everybody a chance

to etretch their legs, or when the court reporter needs

to change the paper in the machine, if that’s

necessary.

And when I say “off reCord,ll that rneane We

have etopped ~ecording. When I say ‘tonrecord,tfthat

means we are recording again.

Now I want to remind you that you dontt have

to speak here tonight, for those of you who are

terrified of public epeaking. I don’t expect that that

PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFO~IA
SAN F~NCISCO, CALIFORNIA
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PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFO~IA
SAN F~NCISCO, CALIFOWIA
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4.

takes in very many of you, but if you want to comment,

you can do so in writing by post~arking your comments

before May 3rd ana ma~llng them to tha aaarese In the

environmental report. or Julie Halli9an ‘- Julie, ra~ee

your hana -- who is khe projeot manager for the Public

utilities commlesion, can give YOU the aaareee~

Aleo, I shoula lntroauoe the projeck manager

for the BM, Peter Numrn, on my left.

Now please be aware that thie public hearing

is to gather informationabout the environmental effects

of the propoeea project. The meet helpful contribution

that you oan make tonight is to point out facte ana

ieauee in the environmental impaot statement that may

havo been overlooked or inadequately eddreeeea.

If you have queetione concerning tho report

ana the data, the analyeie and conclueione, a

representative of the Aepen Environmental GrOUp, the

independent consultant that preparea the report ana

etatement, ana Julie Halligan, who is the project

manager, will be available to take queetione after wetve

given everyone the chance to make their commente.

Now there will be another heering on the

propoaea projoct next month on May 22, 1995, beginning

at 9:00 a.m. 1,11 Conauct evidentiary hearinge on the

proPosea project in Sueanvllle at the City Hall Council

Chambers, 62 North Laesen Street. Those hearinge will

oontinue either until May 26th or until completes.

The purpose of the hearinge next month is to
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take the testimony of the project proponent, Sierra

Pacific, ana othere concerning whether the project is in

the public intereet.

At the beginning of those hearings there will

be another opportunity for public comment. Anyone who

wishee will be permitted to make a concise statement

that supports or oppoees without the neceseity of filing

proposed teetimony in aavance.

Now theee etatemsnts won’t be under oath, and

they wontt be eworn teetimony. The Commission may

consider the statements in reaching ite aecisiont but it

won)t rely upon them in order to reach the finaings of

faot ana conclusions of law in ite ultimate aecision.

At thoee hearinge, any member of the public

may oleo participate as what we call an interested party

-- in court you’d call it a litigant -- by filing on or

before May 4th, 1995, a written motion with the

Commission describing the ieeue5 that you wish to

oddreee ana describing the extent of tho planned

participation, or you can attend the meeting and

formally appear.

You may, but you are not requires to, be

represented by an attorney. If you appear ae an

intoreeted party, you may introduce sworn testimony,

which must be Piles on or prior to May 4th, and

cross-examine witneeses, present sworn rebuttal

teetimony in writing or in pereon, ana make written

arguments concerning the applicable law and ite
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application to the evidence by filing formal briefs.

Your participation, if you choose to

participate in that formal court-like proceeding, will

be governed by the formal rulee of evidence.

Now tonightte procedure la not governed by

ru~eS of evidence, Itl~ governed by rules of democracy

and common sense.

l#n here to halp things move alOng and to See

that everybody hae a chance to be heard.

Following the completion of the final

environmental impact report, the Coqission will

determine if the project ae daacribed and ae aeeeeaed in

the report itself meete the form and aubskance required

by the California Envlronrnental Quallty Act.

The Commieaion won’t decide upon granting

permiealon to conetruct the project or an altarnatlve

project until after it hae certified the final

environmental impact report and statement. Depandlng on

the reaulte of that final statement, the Commission may

be required to reach epeclfia findlnge concerning

aigniflcant environmental lmpacta of the project prior

to approving it.

Now I think you can all see that the moat

obvious queatlon about the proposed transmleelon line 1s

why a project that ia needed primarily to meet projected

growing needs in the Reno-Sparke area is bein9 routed

through California rather than through Nevada.

Tha environmentalreport considered and

PUBLIC UTILITMS CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
SAN FWNCISCO, CALIFORNIA

Yti EMS, Novtier B95

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

G-53o

7

rejected the alternative routes in Nevada that are

admittedly capable of meeting the applicantga main

objectlvee. And the reaeon that these were thought to

be not preferable to the projact were that the

additional capacity that~e projected would ba needed in

two years, eooner than some of these alternatives could

be built.

Two, the alternative would all have to

traveree congeeted urban areaa.

And three, no information la available that

would chow that alternative routes in Nevada would

neaeeearily create fewer significant environmental

effecte. No explanation ie provided, however, why the

immediate requlremente could not be satiafled by

construction of a 120 kv line from the Eaat Tracy

eubstatlon to the silver Lake substation along an

existing utility corridor other than to observe that a

required 2,000 foot eeparatlon distance to be

infeaalble.

No explanation 1s offered aa to why no

alternatlvae were requested that would avoid congeeted

urban areae in Nevada. And the report containa no

epecific diecuaelon other than the following elgnlficant

environmental effects of the proposed project ae routed

through California compared to.alternative routee

through Nevada.

First among these effects are the dlaturbance

to the context, setting, feeling, or aseoclatlon of

PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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significant oultural resource sites. Placing the

transmission line as far as possible from these still

leaves significant effscts.

Does the draft report adequately consider

alternative routes for the transmission line that would

disturb fewer aultural resource sites or a comparable

number of resource eitee of perhaps leeser significance

and cultural importance?

Second, the propoeed siting would result in

the degradation of residential land use environment

along much of the length of the projeot beaauae of the

permanent change Ln the character of the land uees.

Although the effeote can be reduoed by siting structures

at leaet 300 feet, some residences would etill be

located lees than 300 feet from the centerline.

Does the draft report adequately coneider

alternative routee for the transmission line that would

affect feyer exieting residences?

The third acoording to the report is the

proposed site would degrade recreational land usee for

some because of the proximity and the change in

oharacter.

Another question then ie doee the draft report

adequately consider alternative routes for the

tranemissfon line that would affeot fewer residential,

recreational areas or recreational areas that are less

intensively ueed?

Fourth, the crossing of many roads and
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railroade creates the potential for the disruption of

transmission corridors in the event of an accident.

Doee the draft report adequately consider

alternative routes for the transmission line that would

aroes fewer or more lightly used roads and rail lines?

Fifth, ie the impact on scenic quality, which

is a significant effect for which no mitigation measure ‘

ie available, doee the draft report adequately coneider

alternative routee for the transmission line through

areas whoee scenic quality is lese susceptible to

degradation?

sixth are the related effecte on the ecenic

quality of viewe from the Tule Patch Spring Reet 8top

and Nighway 395. Same question can be aeked, whether

alternative are available that would traverse rest

stope and roads that are less traveled.

Finally, according to the report, the proposed

citing of the transmission line would not significantly

affect air quality, biological reeources, land and water

reeources, public health and eafety, transportation and

traffic, eocial conditions and other environmental

aepects after taking into account the mitigation

measures that are propoeed.

Therefore, the final question 1s whether there

are facts that show that the proposed siting of the

transmission line would in effect create significant

effeots on thoee other aepoote of the environment that

canst be made insignificant through mitigation.

~
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The purpose of posing these questions 1s to

demonstrate some of the iseues that should be considered

in the final impaak statement to make cerkain that it is

as complete ae poaeible and provides an adequate baais

for the Public Utilities Commission to diecharge ite

reeponsibillty of weighing the environmental proe and

cons. You will probably have othere.

If the final report oontinues to identify

significant environmentaleffsote over the environment

that oannot be substantially mitigated, tihe commission

must find that apeaifio overriding economic, legal, .

soaial, technological or okher benefits of the project

outweigh the significant effects on the environment.

Next, I/m going to be taking epeakers from the

cards that have been collected. If you~d like to speak

and you haventt yet filled out one of these pink carda,

pleaee do eo.

And I apologize in advance if I mispronounce

your name. If I misspell your name for the court

reporter, pleaee epell it correctly. And thank you

again for your help.

We will go off record for a eacond.

(off the record)

AM CAREAGA: We will be on record.

There was one question concerning whether

comments would be restricted in terms of expressing

preference or dislike of the project on such factors as

not wanting tc look at the transmission line, and the

10 ‘ .
11
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answer was there would be no such restriction.

The ffret person who has signed up to speak is

Ron Barager, B-a-r-a-g-e-r, And if you could speak from

the podium next to the court reporter eo that ehe can

hear YOU, sir.

o~

MR. BARAGERt My name ie Ron Barager -- pretty

olose, My wife and I own property about eight miles

south of town near the power line project.

Should I submit a copy of my -- what Itm going

to say aleo in writing?

AM CAREAGAt We will be glad to reoeive that if

you’d like to.

MR. BARAGER: Okay. To begin with, I1m oppoeed to

the power line project and think itle another form of

Modoc victimization, the Melvin Carter syndrome, as they

eay: Put the power line in the wilderneee rather than

where people are. However, that’a not what my proposal

is, and 1’11 just read it right from the paper.

‘lDear Project Lead Pereonnel,

(

~llThie letter is to eubrnit a

propoeal for a minor route

adjustment to the Alturas

Transmission Line Project between

mileposts 8 and 17. We own property

in Wildlife Estates, lees than one

mile to the east of the proposed

route (parcel #022-450-21). Sierra

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
SAN FRANCISCO, ~LIFORMIA
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Pacific Power Companyte projected

alignment of the transmieelon line

in thie area would have eeveral

detrimental impacte on up to ae many

aa 24 privately-ownedproperties

between mileposts 0 and 17.

1!Be9inningnear milepoet 8, at

Angle Point A06, the powerline would

croes 2 parcele owned by Ralph and

Katharine Weeeinger [parcel]

(#022-190-39,022-370-29),

Mr. Weeeinger hae etated that hle

private airetrlp would be rendered

inoperable by the project

align.mentg Grant Prenkhuret [IJm

not cure that bets here tonight],

the project field eupervieor for

[Sierra Pacifio], agreed with thie

aeeeesment [in the] (telephone oall

from him to ue on 3/14/95).

itcontinuingeouthward, the

tranemieeion line would transgress

the viewscape of several of the 19

privately-ownedpropertied in

wildlife EetateS. Then near

milepost 14, the line would pace

within 1300 feet of parcel

$022-310-20, owned by Vernon and Jo

oTA.[.1
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Xnoch. Mrs. Knoch stated that she

had eubmitted a route adjustment

propoeal eeveral months ago but

received no reeponse from the CPUC.

Farther couth, between milepoete 14

and 15, the alignment proposed by

(Sierra Pacific] would cross 2

parcels (022-310-21, 022-310-17)

owned by John Nancock Mutual

Ineuronce Company and managed by

Lyneta Farme.

Ilourpropoeal to adjuet the

transmission line route between

milepoets 8 and 17 would eliminate

phyeical encroechmente on all of the

above-mentioned private properties.

It would mitigate viewsoapee and

other concerne for ae many as 24

private parcels, while not

significantly impacting any other

privately-owned lands to the west

the project.

IiBeginningnear milepost o,

approximately 2/10ths of a mile

of

north of Angle Point A06, at Angle

Point [what I would call star] *A06,

redirecting the route a few degreee

westward would cause it to mice the

o

TA,
1.1

PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF
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Wessingersl properties.
4

Hr. Wessinger stated that the

impacts to his landing strip would

be minimized if the powarline ran on

the west side of a knoll just beyond

hie western property line. Continue

thie adjusted alignment for 1

3/10ths milee to Angle Point *CO1.

Turning southward at Angle Point

*CO1 would direct the powerline Up

a draw not vieible from either

Wildlife Estates or from Cal Pinee

properties to the west. About 2

5/lotihsmilee from *COI a new An91e
o

TA.
1.1

Point *c02 would be located on the

weetern edge of a plateau. At this

*c02 we propose heading

[south-southeast)for 5 Zllothe

miles, to Angle Point *c03. Were

the line would rejoin [Sierra

Pacificte] route.

ItThisadjustment would Put the

powerline entirely on Bm lands,

missing the Knoch property by 1 mile

and the Lyneta Farme properties

[entirely]. It would not involve

any extra angle pointe and would

incur an additional distance of f

——--- -- -.. ----
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approximately l/10th of a mile. (

tlTheBureau of Land Management i5

charged with the stewardship of much

public land in Modoc County. We

eubm~t that a public project euch ae

the Alturas Transmission Line ehould

utilize and impact public lands

rather than private property

wherever poseible. Some extra

effort expended now to rectify the

above-mentioned problems is

worthwhile ae this transmieeion line

will ba with ue for a very long

tine.
o

TA.
1.1

llEncloeed is a map of the portion

of the project we have concerns

with, inaluding our proposed route

adjustments. We have hiked and

mountain biked extensively over tile

affected areae and would be willing

to epend tine in the field

diecuesing our ldeae.

Sierra Pacific Power Company must

undertake a project of this scale
.

with the utmost consideration for

all concerned. Thank you for your

consideration of our proposal.!!

AH CAREAGA: Thank you, Mr. Barager.

Mapsareattheend oftheAIturasTranscipt

PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~ISSIOll, STATE OF CALIFORWIA
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m. BARAGER1 And here’e a map that chows my ideas

on it right here.

AH CAREAGA: Thank you.

We will be off record.

(off the record)

AH CAREAGA! We will be on record.

The next spaaker is Lorraine, L-o-r-r-a-i-n-et

Flournoy, F-l-o-u-r-n-o-y

OF MS. FLOURNOY

MS, FLOURNOY1 I/m a terrified speaker and I talk

too fast anyway, eo 1111 try and slow down.

Ilm opposed tO the line altogether. There are

alternate routee that aould have been taken, I/m sure.

r,m here ae more a registered nuree and a ProPerty

owner, bueinese owner, and I feel that this project will

affeot me in all other areae.

1

The firet thing I/m concerned about is risk to

my children. A friend juet sent me another packet of

information about the health ricks of EMFs. And I know

the power Oompaniee seem to think itte safe, and OUr

government, but all the private psrty etudies, (

scientific studies eay that itla not safe, or they are

not cure. They close oertain areaa of eahoo~s and ‘ther

bu~~~~ng8 and wou~dnlt ~e~ the children enter. so it

eeems obvious they are -- they know that there is eomo

risk.

And where this power line is gOing, we turn

our heifere and bulle out there, 1
and they would be right

(
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under this power line. And this could affect their --

possibility of affecting their fertility. And that

would put ue out of business. We need to have

1

c
replacement heifers. We need to have them all bred.

The other thing I1m concerned about ie

economics. It changes every time I talk to them, but

epeoifically the kind of ground they are going to be

digging in, itflsclose to our eprings. our whole ranch

is irrigated with thoee springs. If it interrupted the

water flow at all, we would be on a ealt flat.

completely out of bueineee.

And this ranch has been in my hueband’e family

for over 125 years. And by interrupting that water and

if itts damaged in any way, we are done for.

We aleo have eturgeone that require that,

Warm water eprings is a perfect environment. No matter

what the temperature, the eturgeone can survive only if

-- by the water that we have. And again, it’s

dependant on the water that we have on our property.

Thsy say that it won’t affeot our water, that

drilling that close to the epring, but they cantt say

for sure. They don)t know. Once itte done, itle done,

And if we are out of bueinoss, nobody seems to oare, I

mean thie multi-million dollar ranch, like I said, hae

bean in tho family for ovor a hundred yeare. So we

don’t want to loee it. My husband is thinking of

paesing it down to the children.

It makes me angry. When I first started

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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talking to the power company and then I started pointing

out that people aren~t each one of those dote. And I

think we are important, all of us here, and it bothers

me that they dontt think we are.

Environmentally,I think it’e going to affect

our environment. We dontt live in the oity. We ~iVe

here beaause we can see the mountains, We aan see the

thundershowers without looking at power lines. We can

see the stars at night. We dontt want to look from here

to Reno at thie horrible, ugly line.

There are already other oorridora that are .

available. They don~~ need to bother ue.

I understand that one of the meet common

causes of de~th of birds are those power lines.

1

And yet

I have a list as long as my arm -- my mother-in-law ie a

bird watcher --
(

of endangered birds that are here that ‘

neek often on our property, either bald eagles and

eandhill cranea and all kinde of birde that are

supposedly eupposed to be protected.

I think if this power line ie built, our

property valuee are going to go down. Thie

1
(,million-dollar ranch does -- 1 mean we have got a gae

line coming one end, power line at the other end. If we

ever did want to cell, it would be worth nothing.

And like I eaid, if the water is damaged in

any way, we are out of bueiness. We will bs on a salt

flat. ‘WsWontt have any green meadows. There will be

no wildlife for us.
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The other thing that makes me really angry is

that private property has been in the family for years

and years. We have no cay. The gas line is runninq

through the land. The power company ie going to run

over us. Stm really angry. I don~t want to do

something crazy. If I didn~t have klde, I would.

I dontt want them there, and we just dontt

eeem to have any rights as property owners.

And the other thlnq Ie that it is going to be

terribly ugly, and I don~t want to see it for the rest

of my life. I donpt want my kids to see it. Thank you,

AL3 CAREAGA: Thank you.

Ths next epeaker is Patr~c~a Dem~ck,

O-e-m-i-c-k, is it Cantrall?

MS. CANTRALL1 Cantrall, pronounced as if it had a

IIUIIlnetead of an IIA.11

ALJ CAREAGA: But lktS C-a-n- --

MS. CANTRALL: -- -t-r-a-l-l.

ALJ CAREAGA: Thank you.

ENT OF MS. CA~

MS. CANTRALL: Firet I;d like to read a letter,

your Nonor, that I have written to the Commieeion and

then make a few more statement.

To whom it may concern:

When all is said and done, the final fact

remains thie: None of us need to look at electric lines

or towers to gratify the whims and overbuilding of Reno,

1

(

Nevada, or anywhere else. If Nsvada needs the power and

PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFO~lIA
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we dontt need it, let Nevada have the linee.

Modoc County does not need more power, but we

are in the position of having our landscape and, as

Mrs. Flournoy said, our private property ruined for the

benefit of some citiee. People live in cities and in

our county becauao they choose to do so in eech aree.

We didntt make our attic into an upetairs eo

that we could have a better view of the proposed power

line route. We built it for additional room and to havt

a better view of Old Saddleback Lake and Tule Leke

Mountains.

With all our modern technology, power linss

ehould be put underground ae are most oablee of any kim

now.

Our ohildren plan to retire here in two years

when their 20 years in the United States Navy ie up.

They have lived in cities in this etate, in these UniteC

States, and abroad, but they chooee to come home to

retire beaause of the bsauty and the quiet of Nodoc

county.

Let your citiee continuo to look like citiee,

but leave Modoc County alone, and let us aontinue to

enjoy an uncluttered and open landeoape.

Now I would like to ask lf any of the people

considering thle -- your Nonor, I don’t know if you can

anewer thie -- have ever been to Hodoc County.

Am CAREAGA: As I indicated, welll take questions

when everyone hae had a chance to talk.
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MR. CANTWLL: Okay. Well, if people who will be

considering this projec-thave not been in Modoc County,

I do not feel they have the riqht to decide the fate of

people here whether we are very few compared to the

population of Reno, Nevada, or not. I don’t think it is

their business to decida our fate, end I hope that that

will be entered into the record.

As to the expense to Sierra Pacific, if it’e

going to cost more to run the route through Nevada,

tough aookiea. They are the once that want to cell

power to Reno.

Like,I say, itls not going to benefit us. And

I think if Nevada wante the power, they ought to have

the line, becauee as we all know, ones these power lines

have been put in and the corridor established, they can

keep buildinq outward and outward and bringing more

power linee through. And we do know thnt. SO instead

of one power line maybe 35 or 75 feet wide, we could be

looking at thoueands of feet down the road.

Dut so long as cities are allowed to build,

your Nonor, and expand where they do not have adequate

resouroes, where they do not have water or power, this

scenario will be repeated again and again.

And as to groundwater, Dr. -- a registered

geologist of Van Nuys, California, he ie aleo on the

Governor’s seiemic safety commission and has been the

etate geoloqiet many timee in the Past, saYs we verY

well could possibly loee come of our nprings or our
1
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ground water because of earthquake faults. And any

drilling might eend thie off in a different tangsnt.

Our well aleo is C1OSS to the Flournoye( by

about a mile and a half, is down 167 feet, and in an

!

(
underground river. Should there be seismic activity, we

could loee that. Should there bs massive drilling, we

could lose that.

But I do thank your Honor for allowing me to

speak tonight. But I hops you will remember, all of you

people who consider this, that we are very few in

population up here, buk we have just as many rights as

Reno, Nevada, does. Thank you.

AH CAREAGA: Thank you.

The next epeaker is Jimmie -- ie it initial

IIRIIFergueon, F-e-r-g-u-s-o-n?

MR. FERGUSON! That/S close enough. “

ALJ CAREAGA1 Thank you, eir.

_ENT OF MR. FERGUSON

MR. FERGUSON$ On eeveral ocaasions I have had the

opportunity to talk about thie project. Itm against

it. And the reason I/m against it is becauee being a

private land owner, the reason I moved to Modoc COUnty

is that I owned a ranch in Redding, California. And two

years after I bought thie ranch, a power line company

came across and put a line three miles acroes my ranch

down there.

Wsll, I was only married a short time then,

and my wife eaid, well, let’e fight the power line
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company, because thay cantt do that.

So we hired an attorney and we fought the

power line company till we were about broke. And the

judge finally took me in his chamber and said, Jim,

there is no way that you can beat this power company.

They are going to put this power line near your ranch,

and there ie nothing you can do to etop it.

So we sold out and moved to Modoc County, and

we bought a ranch that has a panoramic view of

everything in Modoc.

I live on a hill, and when the power line

company, people on this power line project, they came

out in force to talk to me, becausa eomehow they found

out that I fought the other power line company with all

the vigor that’my life would fight them and I loet. And

eo they wanted to come out and see if they can make a

deal with me that 1 wouldntt fight them quite as hard.

And they were all standing up on my ranch and

without exception they all said, golly, Jim, wouldn’t it

be awful to let a power line go acroee the whole

panoramic view of your ranch.

I said, yeah, it would be awful, eo Ietfs

build it someplace elee. Let’s put it in the deeert or

something like that.

Well, welll eee what we can do. Well, they

said what they could do all right. Segment A and B of

the power line cones through my ranch from two angles.

so I cen~t really say letta have a different looation
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for the power line.

Liko the first gentleman, unfortunately, my

ranch is a mile wide and three milee long again. So A

and B come right down through the middle, exactly

through the middle of my ranch.

I have invited Julie out to look at my ranch

on several occaeions, and ehe eaid that if she had time

she might do that some day. To dato I haven~t eeen

anybody.

And again my wife eaid, well, let’e fight

these suckers. so we hired a 100al attorney here in

town, and we brought the power company baak up from Reno

three or four timee, And three or four different timee

the judge gave them a hundred percent of what they

wanted.

They did require that thsy put up a $100,000

bond in caee they did some damage to my property. And 1

asked my attorney, I said, well, how would you ever

prove they ever did any damage to my properky?

And he said that’s just a piece eo youth quit

yelling about their power line.

Now they said that -- you eaid that the power

line companies ohould not take into consideration the

major highways, panoramic views, railroads, Pit River,

and another road. So the way they have it on my

property anyway fronts at Nighway 299, goes acroes the

Pit Rivert goes across the railroad tracks, goes across

Centerville Road on to the We8eingers’ airfield down the
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right-of-way.

so -- oh, and I have bald eaglee. I have
](

every conceivable wildlife. And my wife, we have seven

sone. My wife will not let them come on my ranch and

ehoot any geese, any ducks, any antelope. she said if

you guye want to go ~hoot something, go buy your own

damn ranch. No, sir. That~e what ehe does to my sons.

Think what she would do to anybody who -- ehe would

politely tell them where to go.

Now the judge did tell me that the power line

company had to notify me each and every time that

somebody wae going to come in and do all that

investigation work. They are just going to investigate

my land till -- dig holes in it and do all kinds of

things.

Well, three guys called me. The power line

guy called me telling me that a helicopter wae going to

fly over to eurvey my property eo they will know exactly

where they are going to put the power line.

And then another guy called me. lie said, I

want to check your land for bats. Yeah, we think you 1(
1
4

have en endangered bat.

I eaid, well, what about the bald eaglee. We

are not concerned about them? They are not going to be

extinct very much longer anyway.

So this power line now is designed to go right

down through the middle. We couldn’t put it on the

property line, Right straight in the middle of my

G-539
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ranch.

Ana I1n kina of thinking they did it, to be

honest with you -- 1 have toatified to thie already -- I

think the power line company dia it bacauee they know

there ie nothing I oan ao about it, ana the fact that
.

1~11 epend the money for attorneys to fight them. 1

have already Ioet every case so far, and they know

that.

So 1 know that my wife has stopped writing

checke to attorneye. She eaid if you want it, itts not

going to come out of the joint account.

After two Iaweuits, youtd think that l~d catch

on ana not want to epena money on attorneye. Ana eo

thoee are the reesone that I’m againgt it.

~~m not against power per se. I know we have

to have power, but when the power company picked the

woret -- they coulan’t have pickea a worse A ana B

eegmant. They wanted to put it across a golf course.

Segment A goee acroee the golf course. Segment B gcee

acroee the most open epan place in the wast side of

town. It juet happens to be in my ranch, but if it wae

eomebody else!st I~d be up hero saying the same thing.

And eo thatte where they want to put thie power line.

A8 a matter of fact, they made picturee of my

ranch. Almoet all of those plcturee are of the -- they

mede plcturee for me to try to calm me down.

Coula X make a suqqeetion?

ALJ CAREAGh: Well, first, I wonder if we could let
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some others speak and then ws will take this in turn.

Thank you very much.

Marie Roberts had filled out a card but

inaicetea that she didn’t wish to make an oral comment,

so we~ll go on to -- ie it Rod Cameron?

MA: CAMERONZ I have nothing to say. Just

listening.

ALJ CAREAGA: Thank you, sir. ‘

Hr. Don Stahl, S-t-a-h-1.

Mr. Stahl

~ENT OF ~, STAlffi

MR. STAHL: Correct. ny nama is Don Stahl. I live

in Alturae, ana I am opposed to Sierra Pacific’s

preferred routing for many reaeons. I’ll 90 throuqh a

few of the things that I have down here.

The impact of the proposed Sierra Pacific line

on many animals, for inetance, raccoon) beavert the

horned lizard, rubber boa, rattlesnake, water snake,

woos rat, weaeel, trout, bass, hermit thrush -- and

those ere found on Likely Mountain -- robbin, magpie and ~,

raven and othere, they were not considered in the (
5.

DEIR/EIS.

Although none of those animals are on the T

and E liet, many of them are fully protected by law and

others are controlled with seaeons of take and bag

limite.

Sendhill cranes are an enaanqered speciee ana

1
G
:A

declining in numbers. Tharefore, it ie extremely
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important that no more are lost.

The DEIR/EIS provides for certain safeguards

and additional habitat acquisition as mitigation. But

thsre is no way to aeeure that any cranss will use a new

area. In faot, it is vsry doubtful. I dontt know how

you can get it aoross to a wild animal that he’e

supposed to nest over here when he hae been nesting hsre

for generation.

Furthermore,marking lines to make them mors

vieible to birds hae shown only an average 45 percent

reduction in mortalities. And besldee the Pit River

area where the line oroseee, cranes are regularly

observed on the Madeline Plaine. There is quite n

chance for loss down there.

The DEIR/EIS on the Pacific Power Company

Alturas transmission line project did not give proper

ooneideration to the visual impact the proposed power

line would have on fishermen, hunters and other

recreationists using Viceroy Pond, Delta Lake, Dayley

Reservoir, Graven Reeervoir, Juniper stock Tank, Neleon

Corral Reservoir, Smith Reservoir and other Bayley

Reeervoir down at Madeline and the surrounding areae.

Thses waters aro not only heavily used by

local anglers and waterfowl hunters, but by large

numbers of psople from throughout the state. The

surrounding areas are also widely used by deer hunters

and other recreatlonists. Although a photo emulation

was made near Bayley Reservoir and Delta Lake, it was

PUBLIC UTXLITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

ml EIMS, November1995

)

1

2

3

.4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29 .

A
mentioned in connection with aquatic habitat. There is

no indication that the study was aware of the existence

of the other watere, let alone their great recreational

value.

I use all of these areas myself and I enjoy

the wide open spaces, and I don’t want to be out there
(

-. every time I go fishing, don~t want to have to look

at theee power linee.

We had a small power line put in by the

rasorvoir northwset of Canby, and it went right by one

of ths popular fiehing reservoirs. And every time you

go fiehing there, you heve to look at that ugly thing,

and thatje only for the towers.

The DEIR/EIS statee there would be 12 miles of

new accees roade and 32 miles of upgraded roads. Thie

is unacceptable. Oncu these roade are in place, there

is no way they can be effectively cloeed.

People with 4-wheel-drive vehicles will gek

around any barrier that is constructed. The area along

the propoeed line connot withstand any additional
(

pressure on its wildlife.

Further, although there would be safeguards

against introducing noxious weeds during the

construction phase, there can be no safeguards against

recroationists importing noxious weede on their

vehicles, clothing or pets.

The impact of EMF on hatching euccess of

ground-nesting birds, such as sand hill cranes, sage
1

(

—— —----------
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grouse and other8t is not addressed and is apparently

unknown. If EMF can cause leukemia in children, it maJ

also prevent eggs from hatching or cause deformities ir

the hatchlings.

The maps of the proposed route are entirely

inadequate. Roads are not identified and come prominer

features are not shown. Just one of these is Viceroy

Pond.

Another example is on Map 4 of 33 where the

road to Bayley Reservoir is shown dead-ending near the

north end of Segment C, when in fact the road contirrrree

to Bayley Reservoir and on to Oelta Lake.

The many omiesiorrs and the vagueness of the

naps did not give people a chance to see just where the

proposed line would actually go and therefore denied

them the opportunity to make objections thsy might

otherwiee have nade.

One of the greateet impacts of the proposed

power line route io the visual impaa~. One of the

greatest assets the Alturas area hae to offer is our

wide open spaces and great views. The preferred routin~

would totally destroy the beautiful view looking west t~

Mount Shaeta from Alturas, and coming into Alturas from

the west it would destroy the fine view of beautiful

Warner Mountains.

)

)

The recreational value of the area to the

couth would be greatly reduced because the preferred

1(route ie all in a prime hunting area and goes near many
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popular fishing waters.

The Nevada route would have an impact on a 10

fewer people. It would have far less visual impact and

far less impact on wildlife. Althou9h the Nevada route

ie eupported by the U.S. Forest Servioe, BLN, Californi

Department of Fish and Gains,Auduborn SocietY, Sierra

Club and many others, this route has not been seriouely

or properly considered by Sierra Pacific. Thank you.

AH CAREAGA: Thank you, Mr. Stahl.

The next speaker is Nenette, N-e-n-e-t-t-e,

Barager.

Oid you wish do spsak?

Ms. DA~GER* I decline.

AL7 CAREAGA$ Okay, thank you.

You~ll need to help me on tihisi Mr. Tom

Krauel, K-r-a-u-e-1

T OF MR.

MR. KRAuEL: My name for the record again is Tom

Krauel. And I’m a resident of Alturas.

I think probably the prevailing commente that

we are hearing, are going to continue to hear tonight,

are pr~marily the visual aepects and the impacts on the

residents of Modoo County and a discussion of utility

corridors and why the current utility corridor ie not

being ueed in this project.

I think the two kind of go hand in hand in

that if there were existing utility corridors and’if

these corridors were earnarked for particular projscts,

PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFOWJIA

)

)

)



32 “

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

there wouldntt be any surprisee. For this projeot,

however, no existing utility corridors are considered af

leaet in the segment going through Modoc county. And

therefore itts all new to us, and itts quite a

surprise.

A year ago I stood in front of the PUC and

verbally dieousesd the importance of the utility

aorridors. over a year ago myself and others in writin~

have disouseed the importance of utility corridors.

We feel that new utility corridors should not

be oreated unless they are absolutely neceesary. And

then these corridore should be oreated through only

appropriate long-term etudies and not just the whim of

one power company who ie trying to find the shorkeet,

cheapest rOU~e. Until then it seeme only logical that

existing utility corridors be used or at least Parallel

existing transmission lines.

This isntt a real new ooncept. I think

everybody is pretty much in agresment on thie aS far as

Northern California goes any way. Most counties have

indicated that existing utility corridors bo used. The

U.S. Forest Service indicates ttlat existing utility

corridors be used. The BLM indicates that existing

utility corridors should be used.
sierra Club supports

this.

A year ago we locally circulated petitions to

the same effect, that existing utility corridore ehould

be used, and we have accumulated several hundred
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signatures, and that wae presented a year ago to the

and to the Bm.

The Planning Commission of Modoa county laa

Friday, three daye ago, aleo lent credence to the sam

concept that they oppose the first eeven miles by

UnanimOUe Vote Of both Section A -- segment A and

Segment B due to the visual and biological impacte’th~

they did not feel were properly addreseed in the draf{

EIR.

Now they realized in their discussion that

creation of this utility line would have a tendency tc

attraat future utilities, thue creating a corridor. A

they believed that there were not enough long-term

studies to designate thie area ae a new utility

corridor.

Now the Weetern Regional Corridor Study

supplied a map. This wae produced by somabody who als(

worked on the draft environmental impact requirement,

Michael Clayton Aeeociatee, in 1992. And this map ShOh

at that point, 1992, was about the time that Sierra

Pacific was oonceptualizlng the project.
Sierra Pacifi

did have acceee to this map, and this showe potential

UtilitY corridore and shows some idea of maybe whare

these corridors should go.

Itts not going to make a lot of een~e to You

From there, but Alturas 1s right here (indicating), and

?here the proposed project goes is right there,
There

.e no study or there~s no indication that an existing
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A
corridor or that a corridor be proposed for this area at

all.

And itts interesting that there seems to be

such blatant disregard for trying to uee existing

utility corridors. It,e logical that they should be

used. I think that would alleviate an awful lot of the

problems that we are hearing tonight.

And if I knew I had an existing utility

corridor next to my property, I think maybe I would

expect a power line sometime in the future.

(

But when I ~

buy property, when I build a house under the umbrella of
6

the general use plan and zoning, I feel like I’d like to

be protected eomewhat throughout that.

And for the Public Utilitiee Commission to

juet blatantly supereede all tha regulation that our

lives are built on doesn’t seen quite right.

So consequently, again I don’t believe that

that ie something that’~ been addressed appropriately in

the draft EIR, becauee this discussion was brought up in

very timely fashion over a year ago. And that is the

aspect of utility corridors. A

Ths vieual aspect, I think, is ‘- the visual

aepoct ie something elee thatte very dear to all of US.

I

Ae far ae the impacts on Hodoc countY, the visual aePect

(
1

would be severe. 6

There are three very, very seneitive areae.

Infernal Caverns is a seneitive area down at the south

end of Modoc county. The crossing of the Pit River is a

..—.
PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFOmIA

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFO~IA

YtiEWS,Nov_ B95

)

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

G- 5M

35 .

very eensitive area, and Dagger Canyon, the north end,

is an extremely eensitive area.
1

(

Infernal Caverns was addressed, and it was

recognized as a sensitive area. The mitigation,

however, I dontt feel is appropriately taken into

account and addressed in the draft EIR in that the

mitigation primarily involves land swap and trails and

interpretive type things leading up to this famous
. .

battleground.

Now this battleground is in basically prietine

nature. There are no roads that go to the Indian

battleground, and itts well preserved.

Now my interpretation of mitigation is to

reduce impaate. The way I intierprekwhatts offered ee

mitigation is actually accumulating impacte, because in

essence what you are doing ie not reducing the impact,

bacauee we are increasing the many number of people that

would be going into the area through the use of

interpretive trails.

Now that may be all well and good to BW. It

may provide more jobs, but itts certainly not going to

produce the effect of protecting what they are trying to

protect.

Dagger Canyon is another very sensitive area.

That route was in my opinion approved inappropriately in

that Sierra Pacific has extensively stated how prior to

January of 1994, there has been exteneive research on

how the routes were determined. And ae far as routing

I
)%.
-2

I

)

i.
3
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goee, Sierra Pacific hired Reeource Management

International in early 1993 to help look for routee.

Bio-syeteme Analyeie then etepped int PRN Bio services~

ltt~ all quite rouked towarde what typee of prOCeSSeS

were gone through in dekern~n~ng the proper route. And

yet Segment B at that time wae the proposod route.

Now that wae preeented to the public in

January of 1994, and within a few hours SegmenE A

developad out of that procees.

ltIe unfortunate, I believe, that Segment A

came about in thie way, and I think that that casts come

shadow of a doubt on the routing in general of the whole

projact as the scoping meating that wae called to order

in January, tha and of January 1994, wae basically to

bring up the project and chow the propoeed route to the

public.

Now thie was a real emotional meeting, as was

to he expeoted, and the other thing that can be expected

is that baeically everybody wae drawing lineE on the

map, and out of that meeting came Segment A.

Now thatte fine, and I think you can

understand the human emotion that 5urround5 thie, but to

change a route so euddenly because of euch en emOtiOnal

frenzy I don’t think is vary representative Of hOw well

the routing ie done for a project. And in eeeence, that

application was accapted by the CPVC in February 14th,

which was only a couple of weeks after this perfect

project was propo5ed to the public.
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So I think there is some doubt as far as the

routing process overall. I think that, in eummary, ae

far as utility corridors go, I think it stands to reason

that everybody is in agreement that utility corridors

should be ueed, that this project will produce a utility

corridor, and there are really not anough long-term

appropriate etudies to really designate that area a

utility corridor.

As far ae the vieual aspects of it, I think

the draft environmental impact report really didn’t

addrees the type of people that we have in Modoc county,

and that was alluded to by several indlviduale already.

The reasons why we live here were not really

appropriately looked at, and these rea50ns are most of

us live here beaause of the expanee of large views that

we are trying to appreciate and bacauso we love the

beauty and the nature of the area, and tha biological

habitation that we havo is oxteneive.

Now why do paople livo in Sparks, Nevada, or

the Bay Area?

They live there for money and jobs, maybe

cloeeness to cultural resources on the weekends.

What do we do on the weekends?

We will go camping and fishing.

In tha city, in Sparke, Nevada, or Reno or the

Day Area,”they maybe go to the mall. They nay be go to

the theater, 50 there i5 a definite difference. And I

don’t t~ink that we really addreeeed how inportant thiE
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is. Thatts the visual aspects of this power line.

And also what wasntt really appropriately

addressed was the mitigation related to-that, This is a

sooiologioal issue. Social economics wae covered in the

draft EIR as far as firs protection, police protection,

these types of things. But we oite a lot ot mitigation

related to other forms of wildlife, the hawke, offset

compensation down the road, but ae far as the severe

sociological, psychological impaots aausod on the

specifio people of Modoc County who have lived here and

who built here under epecific lawe for specific reasons

I don’t think is appropriately addressed. .

And coma of those vieual aspects, for lnstanc

with Dagger canyon, are incredibly severe. Dagger

canyon is in the yellow portion in the top end point,

the line whioh takes a twisted route way and skylinee

the whole area.

Now the point that it drops off is the --

AM CAREAGA: Excuse me, Mr. Krauel. Why donrt we

take a break until ten minutee after the hour, and then

we w1ll continue with the other speakers and give you a

ohance to wrap up your remarks then. I/m sorry to

interrupt you, but we will be off rscord until ten

minutes after the hour.

(Recess taken)

AW CAREAGA: On record.

Would you please continue.

MR. KRAUEL: To finish up my presentation, and
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baeically we were getting into the routing portion. And

we talked some about Infernal Caverns, crossing the Pit

River, the north end where it crossee or goes around

Dagger Canyon.

Dagger Canyon ~s.highllght?d in yellow here,
1:.,,.., .,,,.,.$.e,

and itts a fairly zig-zagged type of pattern that is

basically the skyline. The majority of the canyon drops

off a very predominant rim which ie noted in the upper

left photograph there. That point is visible from all

over the valley, ths Warm Springe Valley -- from Likely,

vieible from all over the City of Alturas.

And basically what thie tells me is that

further routing studiee need to be done to appropriately

designate this as a new utility corridor. Thank YOU.

AW CAREAGA: Thank you. Our next speaksr is Lee

Anderson.

Mr. Anderson.

T OF MR. ANDERSON

MR. ANDERSON: Thatilsa hard name to mees up. You

did well.

My name is Lee Anderson. I live in Mount

Shasta, California. The reason that Itm here tonight is

to addrese the transmission line and the impact that

it’e going to have on the environment.

The two visual management systems that are

referred to in the draft joint environmental dooument

are prepared by the Forest Servica and the Bureau of

Land Management. The Foreet Service visual management
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system wae prepared in 1974. The B~ vieual management

syskem was prepared in 1976 based on the Forest Service

Syetem.

In 1991 my firm, Environmental Consulting,

Planning and Deeign in Mount Shasta, won the contract as

the most qualified firm in the United States to rewrite

the Foreet service vieual management eyskem. And this

ie my copy of the draft rewrite of that vieual

management eyetem.

I agree with all of the preeentere up to this

point tonight regarding the negative visual impact of,

the propoeed tranemiesion line, I especially agroo with

the commente made by Dr. Krauel tonight regarding land

use valuee, property valuee, property rights and the

vieual impaot of new tranemiseion linee.

All of you folke in thie room are property

ownere, I/m aeeuming, here in Modoc County. I am not.

}{owever,when You buY property, and there are maP5 like

this and there are zoning mape for the county and there

are land management plane prepared by the BLW and the

Foreet Service, you buy your property with certain

aseumptione of what your property values are going to be

in the future baeed on those zoning and planning

documents.

If I were a property owner here, 1 wo~lld be

very concerned about the negative economic impact ae

well ae the negative social impact that you are going to

receive.
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The spsakers thet

tonight are very correct in

to long distance vistae are

One of the things

have proesnted already

that open space views, views

extremely important.

that we found in

researching, doing over 5,oOO pagee of literature review

for the new handbook for the Forest Service, was that

therets a baeic physiological, psychological reeponse

thet people have to natural landscapes. And these have

been charted by medical profeeeionale. In fact thie

information firet occurred when a building architect and

hie best friend, a heart surgeon, when the heart surgeon

mentioned to his architect friend that patiente eeemed

to recover moro quickly if a hoepital room they are

recovering in hae a window to a natural landscape view,

be thak an atrium or be it to a ekyline out to something

like tho Warner Mountains to the east or Mount Shaeta to

the west. There are physiological reeponses, lowering

of blood preseure, neuromuscular path, which was a

calming offeot of the natural landscapes.

Part of the new system that we’ve devolopsd

for tho Forest Service 1s a epectrum of landecape

charaoteristica. This book has not yet been printed.

It will bs printed this fiscal year. And in the

spectrum of landscapa characteristic, which I have

commented on landscape characteristic in my initial

letter to Julie and Peter, we have identified a epectrum

that goee from naturally evolving landsoapee, such ae we

find in tha wilderness, clearly throuqh
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8tructures parallel one to another, because thatts

J’

o 1
TA.

certainly what we have in Sieklyou County by the little 7.3 2

town of Bartel. There are two lines exactly together.
I 3

I find no rationale in the draft joint

environmental document for the 2,OOO foot separation.

And we have heard rumor that that came from a fire study

rate of epreud for fire from a firm in Chicago. And
.’

certainly the folks here from the Forest Service, BLN,

California Department of Foreetry and Fire Protection

are much more expert in the rate of epread of fire than

is a firm in Chicago.
.,

Finally, I find the dleoussion in the joint ‘

environmental document to be inadequate regarding the

abandonment of the project. And eimply removing towers

or removing the conductor leaving the towers if the

line were to be abandoned has not been discussed.

Aleo, if it were abandoned, would the

landecape be reetored to its pre-existing condition of a

natural appearing landecape? Would contoure be

replaced?

The cite recoverabilityof mosk of the

landscape in Modoa County le very low. It would take

centuries to recover to the condition that it is in

right now. And I don’t believe this has been adequately

covered in the environmentaldocument.

I think my time ie probably up, and I thank

you very much for your attention.

AL2 CARBAGA I Thank you, Hr. Anderson.
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The next epeaker who has asked to be

recognized is initial R. Mark Armetrong.

We will go off record for the reporter to

change paper.

I 5 (off the record)

6 AL3 CAREAGA: We will be on record.

n
TA.
7.4 7 T OF MR. WTRoNG
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MR. ARNSTRONG: Good afternoon, your l{onor. MY

name is Mark Armstrong. ltm a principal of Earth

Energies. I am a property owner in Alturas, and I find

the Aspen Environmental report almost repugnant.
.

The views that were neglected of Mount Shasta

are tremondoua and protected by state law.

Mount ehaeta ie a terrain feature. It is alsc

a ecenlc terrain feature, ae etated in the county

general plan.

This is a picture from Alturae. It wae

scanned into a computer, and thie ie what we believe th(

first simulation will look like! And this iS what we

believe tho eecond line will look like.

I’d also ask for an extension of the comment

period to 90 days as allowed by Article 8, Section 15 N

35, subeectlon C of CEQA.

I would like to now addrese the omissions,

inconsistencies and questionable analysis of the

EIR/EIS.

The cumulative effects of this power line wer(

not addreesedt The growth stimulation in Reno and the
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water consumption that will cause that Reno does not ](

have. Additional requirements on the hydroelectric

!

power system of the cheap northeastern power that Sierra

Pacific wishes to tap into, and the environmental

effects on the salmon, on other endangered species, and

(
the sedimentation on these hydroelectric power sources ‘

and what effect this will have on the long-term

reliability of this eystem. Additional building of

power linee from this to the north to tep into the cheap

hydroelectric power of the northeaet.

Not including Mount Shasta in their analyeis,

I believe, should be considered a fatal flaw of thie

analyeis, Mount Shasta is recognized as a terrain

feature. Therefore the view ie proteoted by our general

plan. There are over 70 pioture windows in the City of

Alturas that take in that view. I believe that all of
(
T
8

those home owners’ property values will be damaged.

They are being harmed and should be made whole.

I have given you Exhibits A, B and C of a

photo emulation of a view of Mount Shasta ae eeen to

date, and we believe that is whak will occur if thle

power line is allowed to be put across the Pit River

Valley.

There are numerous probleme with this power

line going acroes the’Pit River Valley, including the

sand hill crane, the eagles, the Swaineon hawks that

1
(T8

will be taken. A taking permit from Fish and Game will

be required for that activity. And it seems to me that
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the bald eagle should not be taken for the use of a

J

I
If this power line must go across the Pit

o

TA.
power line. 8.s

River Valley, it should be burled.

If that cauees economic hardship on slerra~s

power line, they should then look to the Nevada corridor

where a 2,000 foot separation eeems to be in their best

interest, rather than shoving thle power line down the

throate of the good people of Modoc County.

The Pit River Indians consider Mount Shasta to.

be a magic mountain, and they were never coneulted
o

TA,
8.6

regarding their views or accessibility of Mount Shaeta. .

There~s a significant body of evidence that .

livestock and production rates are reduced around power

lines. Human environmental effects were examined, but

not the effecte on livestock and other breeding

creatures that will inhabit the area around the line.

This will damage people on the brink of

bankruptcy now and could pueh them over the edge. I

don’t think that that would be fair to a rancher, to

reduce his production rate because people in Reno need

additional power. .

The City of Alturas ie a fairly isolated

community. However, we do enjoy lietening to radio

statione from the Bay Area, such ae KGO. At night we
o

TA.8.8
get a skipped transmission. I believe there will be a

shadowing of that transmission further isolating the

City of Alturae.

The geologic impacte. I believe I have the
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authority to speak here. I~m a registered geologist in

the State of California.

The transmission line tranaecte a feature zon

where we have active faults that will move during the

life of the transmfesion line. An aotlve fault that

interrupt power and damages structures in the Reno are

ie not consistent with the ovarall recommendation of

thie powor line. The need for reliable power in Reno i

what we need. There are other routes, euch as the

Nevada route, that do not traneect active faults. Thos[

faults will move. That~e why they are considered activ~

by the USGS. And when they move, they will -- their

intieneity”willbe in the 6 to 7 range on the Richter

soale and meet likely damage structures in the Reno are{

and da’magekhia power lina. When that happene, we dont~

have reliable powor, which is one of the main

considerations for this power line.

There are proposed mitigations which violate

case law. Caee law indicates that future studies cannel

be used as mitigation measures. Nowever, they are 90in!

to do further studiee on tho eeismic activity in the

area, on the structures ae they are placed, whether

landslides will affect them or not.

I don~t believe that is allowed. Thoee are

called future studies and cannot be done anymora.

That was a concern raised in a Mendocino

County case, and future studies are no longer allowed,

and mitigation measures G-3 and G-4 seem to be in
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Mitigation meaeure G-2 is not a feasible

mitigation if the power line ie considered a structure.

Mitigation meaeure G-2 says that the structure shall no{

cross any active faults. If the power line is

considered a etructure, then G-2 is not feasible on thll

placement. And other alternative placements are

-- would avoid active faults.

Hydrologic impact, Mitigation N-1 to prepare

a stream bsd crossing plan for perennial ie also in

violation of case law because they haven~t developed ths

plan. They just say a plan will be developed. They

just say what the outcome of the plan is to be. They

just say we are going to develop a plan in the future.

What it’s going to be is like hitting a moving target.

I oan’t analyze their mitigation meaeure when

they haven’t developad the plan. I have to eee the plar

to analyze their mitigation meaeuro.

Their mitigation measure ig to prepare a

etream bed crossing plan, Iiowdo I know what effect

that is going to have in the stream bed, the water

quality or other aspects of that project until I see the

plan?

And that is a fatal flaw.

N-7 is to develop procedure for constructing

in wetlands. If I don’t know what those prooedurea are

to be and what plans they have, how can I analyze or

comment on their plan?

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

fialEIWS, November 199S
G-551



PART G. COMMENTS

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

.
50

It is in violation of cEQA and of case law and

is another eatal claw. J

And I havenlt even read the entire document

yet, and I have already found at leaet four fatal flawe

in thie document.

AU CAREAGA; Mr. Armstrong, I wonder if I could

interrupt you at this point and allow the remaining

epsakers to make their comments and then come back to,

you and the othsr epeaksrs who have already begun to

einish, ie you wouldnlt mind.

MR. AWSTRONG: No problem. IfrnalmOet done but---

AW CAREAGA: Ie you can finieh up then in short

order, why don~t you go ahead,

MR. ARMSTRONG: Let me come back, beoauee I have

biological aspecte to go over yet and some other things.

AL3 CAREAGA: Okay.

MR. ARMSTRONG! Thank you for your time,

AM CAREAGA1 The next epeaker that has aeked to be

recognized is Sally Clark.

Is Me. Clark here?

Would you please come up to be cloeer to the

court reporter.

ST~

MS. CMRK: Thank you, your Ronor. I’m pleaeed to

have the opportunity to speak. My name is Sally Clark.

I am a citizen of Uodoc County and a land owner.

The property doee not go through our ranch,

but it goes near it. And I am in agreement with the
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other people here tonight. I do not want the power

line.

You come from a large city. Where, San

Franaisco?

And I/m cure when you come up here, if you

haven’t been in areas like thie beeore, it eeeme like

therets nothing here, but there are many things here.

There are people here. And juet becauee we are not a

large body of people doeen’t mean that companiee and the

government have a right to walk all over ue.

If we were in Redding the amount of people

that ehowed UP here tonight, proportionally we would

have 1500 people here. If we lived in a city with a

million people, the amount oe people that showed up here

tonight to talk to you would be 13,000, 15,000. That

shows that we care.

We alao have dedicated citizene who have baen

talking to you and who have put in countlese hours of

research and etudy on their own time and at times even

paying out their own money for legal couneel to try to

go through thie ae a democratic procese to keep another

company from doing eomething we donrt want. This is

what America etanda for. We are hard working people.

We pay our taxee and we live,here, and we have moved

here to get away from Power linee, to get away from

other companies coming in and telling ua what to do.

We like to eee the mountaina, and we like to

see the mountains without one power line, two power

PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
SAN F~NCISCO, CALIFORNIA



.-..

PART G. COMMENTS

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

52 .

lines, three power lines or whatever going between us

and it.

Now other epeakers have come up tonight and

given you biological rationale, talked about speciee

deficit, talked about habitat loss end other

environmental factore that will affect the area. And

they have given you biological reasons.

We have an impaot etatement. The

environmental impaot statement has been ~one by

California Fish and Game. The powor company paid

California Fish and Game to do the impact statement to,

whet wae it, the tune of $1,400,000 or something.

Who is the benofaotor of that impact statemenf

that 1s writing it for the power company?

On top of that, who is going to be the

benefactor if the power line goes through?

Cal Fieh and Game, where some of the land frol

the power company is going to be deeded over to Cal Fisl

and Game.

That meane to mo that the impact etatement ie

bogus. It/s being done by an organization that is goinl

to benefit from thie power line.

We, the citizens of Modoc county, are not

going to benefit from the power line. The power 1s not

for ue. The power is only going through here to save a

company who is not doing anything for us, for money.

That does not make eense. And yet they think they can

do it because Modoc County is small and the psople are
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insignificant.

We have already had a breach of our rights

already, as you know, with Melvin Carter coming up here

becauee the county is small and they think the people

hero are insignificant.

We are not insignificant. As you can Bee, we

are very educated people, We are hard-working people,

and we have righte, and we are getting kind of tired of

outeiders coming into Modoc County and telling us what

we have to do. Because we are small in numbers, we have

no rights.

This is a beautiful area. You can see that

for yourself. Why should we for the rest of our lives

and our children~s lives and our grandchildren~e lives

look at eomething for a company that’s nok even bringing

anything into Modoc?

It is just to savo someone somo money now eo

that they cen have a bigger profit margin, and we are

going to look at it for the next century and more

perhaps, That doesn~t make sanse,

So I’m giving you a gut level feeling of how

we feel as the citizens of this county, and you have

heard from very educated individuals who have done

tremendous amounts of reeearch about this area, We are

not an ine~gnif~cant number. The emall numbers you eee

hero represent our community, end, you know, peoplo are

busy and they cantt come out. You know, they have got

children. They have got ball gamee and whatever else.
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But like I eaid, if we were a community of a

million people and you had 15,000 people standing here

tonight speaking to you, would you listen?

We are a small community, but we have

proportionally that meny people speaking to you

tonight. Thank you.

AW CAREAGAa Thank you, Ma. Clark,

I am now going to aek if there ie anybody who

Wighes to epeak who has not epoken and has filled out a

card if Youtd like to speak, now i~ an opportunity.

Again, if you;d like to comment in writing,.

the record ie going to be held open for the receipt of

written comments postmarked by May 3rd.

Would any of the previous epeakere like to

continue their ,remarksfrom earliQr?

MS. CANTRALL: I would like to add one thing, your

Nonor, if I --

AM CAREAGA: Would you pleaee come up again.

HS. CANTRALL: Do I need to etate my name?

AM CAREAGAZ Please state your name.

STAT&NENT OF MS, CANTRAL&

MS. CANTWLL: Patricia Cantrall, C-a-n-t-r-a-l-l.

Likely.

What Mrs. Clark just said is more or less what

I said, but it brings to mind something else. You, sir,

are fron San Franoisco, and I think I told you I was

born there. I had an aunt who lived in St. Francis

Woods overlooking the Bay. As a little girl, I lived in
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Corte Madera, which was no larger than the City of

Likely in which I now live.

If a power line were to be built across the

ekyline of San Francisco, which I believe has a rule

that your houses cantt be built up, you know, and above

anybody elge eo that everybody hae a successive

continued view of the bay or the surrounding area, I

would hope that the Commission would.take thie into

consideration. Think of your people in the Bay Area

with that beautiful view or what wae once a beautiful

view of Drake~e Bay and think of us with our beautiful

maybe-to-be-ruined view of tha valley.

I was talking to one of these gentlemen and

realized they aro trying to do their job, but when I was

a little girl in Corte Uadera, we could eee the lighte

of Oakland, Berkeley, San Francisco coming on and even

the magnificent prison, no longer there. And we would

pinpoint those lights. Aha, thatls this, that’s that.

At night from my home I can see almost into

Alturae. And it is not believed perhaps by people from

the city, but thle is a county of 0,000 people, I can

honestly say I know 5,000 of those paoplo on a

first-name baeis.

I am in here tonight representing the Town of

Likely of 200 people and my neighbors from the other

end, Dr. Krauel and what not. I don’t want to see their

view ruined. Even though the power line is now going to

be far enough over to the right that it probably isn’t
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going to really bother my view, it will bother the view

for many ranchers. So maybe I didn~t need to come in

here, but if we let one come in, as I said to you

earlier, your Nonor, wetre going to have god knows how

many.

But anyway, when you go back to your people

down below, please ask khsm to conaldor thiez Would

they like the same thing being done in the aities that

is being done to us up hsre? Would they like come view

taken away?

Because we don’t want our lifestyle ruined.

And that bueinsss of Cartei was mentioned. ‘

Yes, we are way out away from everybody. BUt ae I eaid,

we choose to live here. We choose to live in o little

populated area,.and we can borderhop to Reno or to

Klamath Falle if we want to go to the nallt but we like

the poaae and quiet and the view of the 20 milee worth

of the South Fork Valley. Thank you.

AW CAREAGA: Thank YOU.

Are there any other speakere who wish to add

to their earlier remarks?

(No response)

ALJ CAREAGA: Nearing none, we will be off record

and we will take -- excuse me.

Mr. Armstrong.

T OF MR, ~STR ONG

~, AWSTRONG: Well, 1’11 try to make it quick.

My name is Mark Armstrong.
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The power line has admitted that they?ll take

endangered epeciee such ae the sandhill crane and the

bald eagle.

1

And if the power line was buried across the
(

Pit River Valley, thie taking would be significantly

reduoed. But it would aleo increase the view

enhancement.

The Infernal caverns have alreadY been

nentloned and increasing the impact there. ~tl~ an area

that is of great historic significance. There are

soldiers buried there and --

A VOICE1 No eoldiers.

AH CAREAGA! Please, one speaking at a time.

MR. AWSTRONG: It/e great significant value out

there in terms of historic significance, battlee between
(

the Indians and the American soldiers etarting out

there, and wo would like to protect that for future

generations to come. And we believe that opening it up

to a power line is not an appropriate use of our

hiotoric past.

And we wish that the power line, as you know,

that meet of ue in the room are opposed to the power

line and believe that it should be sited in a different

location, in a aorridor that wae proposed at the same

time as these maps were put out. And we believe tl~at
(

the corridor would help the density of the lines and

keep them controlled and not helter skelter all over the

countryside. And we believe that those corridors are

already available to Sierra Pacific.
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AH CAREAGA $ Thank you, Mr. Armstrong.

m. AmSTRONG: Thank YOU.

AM CAREAGA: Your nime oontinues to elude me.

Mr. Krauel.

NT OF MR. KRAUEL

MR. KRAUEL: If I could just add one more thing,

your Honor, I would like to just briefly.

on the languaga of the draft dnvironmontal

impact report, in eeveral placee when the no project

alternative wae diecuaeed, there eeem~d to be similar

language that kept coming tip. And ae an example, I’ll

juek use the language that wae used in relation to the

vieual impact, and it reade under No Project

Alternative:

modified

in other

sunder the NOProject

Alternative, the visual impaote

deeoribpd above would nok occur”

However, similar vieual impacte

would oocur in other geographic

locations as the Applicant pursues

short- and long-term syetem upgradee

needed to accommodate the projected

eystem loade that the Propoeed

Project ie designed to addrese.aa

The one sentence I think should be potentially

is l’}iowever,similar vieual impacte would occur

geographic locations . . ..tt

I think firet of all that this is aesuming a
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neefl,and the need has not been demonstrated yet. And

that hae yet to be determined.

Secondly, there really is not significant

ju8tifioation that similar vieual impacts would indeed

be incurred in other geographic locations. For

instance, if Nevada generation were an appropriate

alternative for Sierra Pacific, certainly the vieual

aspecte would be quite different. hnd I think thatts

appropriate and legitimate. If the thousand DC line in

Nevada were tapped into that were 30 miles east of the

City of Reno, again the visual aepects would be totally

different.

So I think that the wording in this which

recurs throughout the draft environmental impact report,

that language is a little bit misleading and almost

somewhat biaeed.

Also, on page A6 in the draft environmental

impact report, under agency use of this document it

states, the EIR does not make recommendations regarding

approval or denial of the project. It is merely

informational in content. And I think thatts

appropriate. And I think really what should be

.

occurring hare ie the decision makers read this document

and evolve their own independent decisione.

But on page D13 it statee, based on the

analysis preeented in Section c14, none of the ‘

traneniss~on alternative were found to offer advantages

over the proposed project. Considered analysis in

PUBLIC UTILITIES CONNISSION, STATE OF CALIFOMIA
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analysis of the no project alternative in section C2

through c13 of the proposed project is considered to bs

environmentally superior to thoee alternative included

the no project alternative.

I think that statement ie basically drawing a

conclusion. And even though the word ItrecommendationtN

is not being used, certainly there ie an implied

recommendation here that ehould bs left up to the

decision makers. And it contradiate a little bit what

has been said before.

And I think, in eummary, the language and

actually the purpose of the draft environmental impaot

report may be reviewed and cleaned up a little bit. .

AL3 CAREAGA1 Thank you.

Were there other speakers who had spoken

prevlauely that wished to add to their remarke, or ie

there anyone who hae signed up to epeak but not Yet hnd

a chance?

MR. DEES: I haventt signed up. I have the --

AM CAREAGA: off record for a moment.

(Off the record)

AH CAREAGA: We will be on record.

Hr. Joe Deee, D-e-e-E, hae aeked to be

recognized.

Would you please state your name, eir.

ENT OF MR. Dm

MR. DEES: Yes. My name is Joe Deee, and I live at
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North Warner Street where the B route would come right

through by my houee, the golf course and through

properties that would affect 50 homes, one church,

Woliday Market. And we definitely dontt want it there.

We don’t believe it should ba there, and we also bslieve

that it shouldn~t be on Route A.

All the reasons that Dr. Tam Krauel stated

1111 back up, I missed part of thie. I didntt hear

what everyone had to say, but move it out of town.

There is a corridor out there. ~lm going out thero on

the 29th, and it goee right by eama mining property we

have in Nevada. Therete nothing out there and lot of

room to build, and it shouldn’t affect anyone. weld

like to eea it go in that direction,

AL3 CAREAGAi Thank you.

Peter, would you like to be recognized?

MR. NUMM: Yee, your Nonor.

My name is Peter Wurnm. I’m the prOjECt

menager for thie project far the Bureau of Land

Management.

I would juet like to correct, if I could, one

thing that Mr. Stahl eaid. He mado a etatement in his

remarke that the BLM eupported the Nevada alternative.

The ELM haE not taken a position supporting or

oppasing any particular alternative or even supporting

or appaeing the projeat. It/e premature at thie point

for BLM to even take a poeition as far as approval or

denial of the application.
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Wetre still in the process of considering the

application and the draft environmental impact statement

as part of that procese. So t4r.Stahl/s remark as far

ae BLW supporting a particular segment or a particular

alternative does not reflect the poaltion of the Bureau

of Land Management. Thank you.

MR. STANL\ I apologizo, Mr. Numm.

AH CAREAGA: Thank you.

We will be off record.

(Off the record)

Aw CAREAGA: We will be on record.

We have been off record for approximately 45

m~nutee in an informal question and answer period. And

as itts getting late in the evening, I asked if anybody

as a result of the question and answer period wished to

supplement their previous remarke on the record or add

to the record. And 1/11 now give the opportunity to do

so,

I/m going to limit it tO about fiVe minutes ‘o

that we can take a few minutes longer informally and

continue the informal discussion, but I want to let the

formal portion of this proceeding come to a close.

Yes, Mr. Armstrong.

ENT OF MR. ARMSTRONG

MR. ARWSTRONG: My name is Mark Armstrong, and I

have a question for Gary with Aepen Environmental.

After seeing our photo simulation of

](Mount Shasta as viewed from the city of Alturas, do you g
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or do you not believe that is a

impact to the view?

AW CAREAGA: I’m going to

of order for purpoaea of taking

environmental impact statement.

posed, and it will be addressed

Claee 1 non-mit~gable

rule that question out

commants on the

The issue has been

in the appropriate

faehion in the final environmental impact etatement,

If you wish to become a party to the

evldentiary proceeding to introduce sworn testimony

subject to cross-examination, 1/11 extend to you the

same privilege of cross-bxaminlng other witnesses in tht

evidentiary proceeding.

But again, we are not subject to the rules of

evidence, and itte unfair to aek a witness who is not

prepared

opinion.

MR.

AL3

MR.

for that purpose to render a professional

ARMSTRONG: lie will be now.

CAREAGA: Thank you.

Mr. Krauel,

~

KRAUEL: If can I just put this on the record.

My name is Tom Krauel, and in lieu of the recent

developments with fiber optics, I would ask that Aspen

Environmental also address the cumulative impacts of

that in association with tho project, because through

maybe lines that would come in from, say, for instance,

the substation or various tap-in pointe to the city or

whatever, and I don~t think that was addressed in the .

)A.
14
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draft EIR.

AM CAREAGAi Thank you.

This will conclude the record for this public

hearing tonight. We will continue to take queetions and

answers informally so long as strength holds out.

MR.

AW

MR,

AW

MR.

AH

MR.

Do you wish to speak?

DUNN1 Yes. Do you want no to etete my name?

cARmGAt Yee.

DUNN! My nane is Mike Dunn.

CAREAGA; And how do you spsll that, please.

DUNN~ D-u-n-n.

CAREAGA: Thank you.

w

DUNN: Ona of the iesuee I believe that is not

addressed by this draft environmental report ie there

ha8 not been any study done to the potentia) eoonomia

impact to the tourist-relatedindustry in this county.

I believe the tourist industry has a very large

potential for einanoial gain in this county. This is

the last pristine part of California. Its weetern

heritage here hes a lot of potential es a dude ranch

type of environment, and I don’t -- there was nothin9

addressed in this aepsct at all by that report, and I

think that should be looked into.

AW CAREAGA: Thank you, Mr. Dunn.

We will be off record and adjourned erom the

eormal proceeding. Everyone is weloome to stey and ask

questione, and I thank the reporter very much.

)

65 .

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

16

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

(Whereupon, at the hour of 8:50 p.m., thie
matter having been continued to 6:00 p.m., April
18, 1995 at Sueanville, California, the Commission
then adjourned.)
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SUSANVILLE, CALIFORNIA,APRIL 18, 1995 - 6:00 P.M.

*****

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW mGE CARSAGA: We will be on
>

reaord.

Good evening, Iadios and gentlemen.. My name

is Riohard Careaga. Xtm an administrative law judgo for

the California Publia Utilitiee Commiesian,

Thie is the time and plaao notiaed for a

publia hearing to receive oral comments on a draft

environmental impaat report and etatement aancerning the

proposal of Sierra Paaifio Power Company to oonstruot a

high-voltage power line, overhead power line from

Alturaa, California, to Reno, Nevada.

The applioakian number aaBigned by the

Commission to thie proposal is A. 93-11-018,

Commiesionor Jeeeie Knight ie the aesigned aommieeioner

for the Comission,

The United StiateeBureau of Land Management

has aseigned aase number CACA-31406 to the proposal.

The Bureau of Lend Management, represented by

Hr. Peter Humm on my right, ie working with the

California Publio Utilitiee Commission, who is

represented by our projeat manager, Julie Halligan, on

my left, to prepare a joint environmental impaot report

and etatenent that ie to aeseee the environmental

inpaate of the propased Alturae 345 kv tranemiesion

line.

. This public participation hearing provides for
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publio commente on the draft EIRS that(s been prepared

by the Commission and by B~.

The BLM, in accordance with the National

Environmental Policy Act, will aOnBider and ;eepond to

all oral and written commente as part of the .preparatian

of a final EIS/EIR for the proposed transmission line.

The BLM and other federal agenaies will use

the final EIRS as a basic far their dealsion to approve

or deny the application by Sierra Paalfia Pawer company

for a tranemieeion line right-of-way aaross federal

lands, and the federal agenay deoision will be ,

coordinated with our decision on the application that~s

before the commission.

Thie hearing is being raaorded

stenographically by a oourt reporter. The traneaript

from thie hearing will form part of the official reaord

for the Commlssionere to cansider when certifying the

environmental impaot report and statement that will be

prepared, and it’s very important that the transcript

accurately reaord what you say here tonight. For this

reaeon 1$11 be asking your help.

First, pleaee epeak slowly, and 1/11 try ta

give you hand signals when I think you are epeeding, so

that Uaureen.aan keep up with,you. If neceseary, 1~11

interrupt yau. And I may also aek you to spell names

for the rsporter, especially loaal plaos names with

whiah she may not be familiar.

Second, of cauree, I aek you to epeak one at a
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time. If you need to talk to somebody about something,

if YoU could step outside to do so, so that wa dontt

intarrupt tha flow for the reportar. ‘

And third, I/d like to ask people t: limit

thair initial ramarka to about five minutes. ‘AB I

indiaated, 1~11 give everyona a chance to spaak again

aftar a firek round, and YOU*11 aleo hava the chanae to

maka written aomments ae 1~11 axplain in a momant~

Wa will try to take breaka about on the hour

to give the reporter a ahanua to rest, and we may hava

to take breaks in batween to ohange.the paper. .

Again, if you’re hesitant about publia

speaking -- Ilrnaura there is nobody here who is that

ehy -- and you want to nake your viewe known, you aan do

no in writing. To do SO, you should re6pontiby mail

bafora May 3rd, 1995, ie when the postmark ehould be.

Julie Nalligan aan give you the addraes for

that.

Now plaase be aware that thle hearing hae got

a different purpoee from tha publio hearing we will be

conducting later. Tonight Wetre nora conoernad with

gathering information abouk the environmental impaate of

thie projeat, gbod, bad or inditfarent. The meet

halpful contribution thet any of you aan make tonight is

to paint out faote and ieeuee that the environmental

inpaat report and statement may have overlooked or may

lnadaquataly addrese.

If you have questions concerning tha report
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and ite data, analysis and conalueione, a representative

of Aepen Environmental Group, Dr. Gary Meunier, is hare

tanlght, and he(ll ba preparad to anewer your quaetions

aftar evarybody hae mada the commente that th~y wieh ta

maka.

And again, if as a reeult of that qua~tlon and

answar proaase paople want to go baok on thQ racord and

make additional comment6 to be reaorded, 1~11 ba mora

than happy to aoaommodate that.

There will be another hearing on tha propaeed

projaak naxt month. On May 22, 1995, baginning at 9:00

a.m., 1111 aanduct evidentiary hearings here in

Susanvilla at tha City Council chambers at 62 North

Laasan Street. Tha hearing will aontinua until Hay 26th

unleee eoaner complete.

The purpoee of tha hearings naxt month ie ta

take teetimany on the projeot by the project proponant,

eierra Pacific, and othare ooncarning whather tha

projaat an propoead is in the publla intareet. At the

beginning af those hearinge, any parson who wishes ta

will be parmltted to make a canaiea statement withaut

tha naaeseity of filing advanoe prapared taetimony.

These etatemente will not bs under oath, and thay will

not ba eubjaat to aroae-examination.

Now while the Commiaeion will aonsidar the

statements, the commission will not basa ito Sindinge af

fact and aonclueians of law upon then.

If any member of the public wishas to
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participate more fully in those hearinge as an

interested party with the right to introduoe evidence

and conduct croeo-examinationand to file briefs on the

project, you nay do eo by filing a written n<ticn with

the Commieeion stating the issue that you wieh to

address and describing the extent of ycur planned

participation, or you nay ettend the hearing and enter a

formal appearance.

You may, but you are not required to, be

represented by a lawyer at those hearings. If YOU

appear as an interested party, you may intrcduce sworn

testimony in writing on or prior to May 4th, 1995. You

may cross-examine witnesees introduced by other

parties. You nay preeent eworn rebuttal testimony to

the teetincny of ether parties, and you may nake written

argument in formal written briefe concerning the

evidence and the applicable law.

Ycur participation in that formal, courtlike

proceeding will be governed by the Commieeionts Rules of

Practice and Prcaedure.

Following the completion of a final

environmental impact report statement, the Commiesicn

will determine if that report meets the requirements ae

to form and aubetance of the California Envircnmantal

Quality Act.

The Commission will not decide upon Sierra

Paciflc~e application until it hae certified the final

environmental inpact report. Ae a result of the
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contents of that final report, the Commiesian nay ba

required to reach epecific findings concerning

significant environmental impaats of the project befcre

it is able to approve it.
:

The most obvious question abaut this project

ae we sit here tonight ie why a project that ie

primarily needed to serve electric energy needs in

Nevada is being routed thrcugh California. That~s a

fair question, and it needo to be fairly addreesed in

the environmental impaat repcrt and in the evidentiary

hearings next ncnth.

The report dcee consider and desaribe various

alternative rcutes in Nevada that are admittedly capable

of meeting the applicant~s main objeativee. Theee are

aeseeeed as being less desirable than the proposed

projeat from the standpoint of meeting those cbjectivee

for a number of reasone.

One is that additional capacity is thought to

be needed in two yeare, which wculd be sooner than the

alternative could bs built.

The alternatives would have to treverse

congeste~ urban areae. Nc information ie available to

8how that the alternative rcutes would necessarily

create fewer significant environmental effecte.

However, no explanation is provided why immediate

raquiremente cculd net be satisfied by projecte euch as

the construction of a 120 kv line from the Eaet Traoy

subataticn to the silver Lake substation along an
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existing utility corridor other than to obeerve that a

2,OOO foot separation distance if required to be

infeasible.

In addition, a nunber of Si9nifiCari~

environmental effeota that are identified by ~he draft

environmental report are not aasessed in term6 of the

alternatives to answer questione suoh ae whether there

are alternatives that would dieturb fewer oultural

resource aiteo, whether there are alternatives that

would affeot fewer existing reeidenoes, whether there

are alternatives that would affect fewer recreational

areas or recreational areas’that are less intensively

ueed, whether there are alternative that would oroee

fewer or more lighkly used roads or rail lines, and

whether there are alternative that would traverse areas

of lessor aaenia quality or areas that are leee

susceptible to ecenia degradation.

Finally, one of the purpoees of the hearing

here tonight ia to see whather the aonolu810ns of the

draft environmental impaot statement, whiuh are

tentative until the statement in made final, that

various other aspects of environmental quality, euch as

air, biological, land and water reeourcee, will or will

not experience significant environmental effecte that

cannot be mitigated to an acceptable level.

If any of you have any faota that chow that

the proposed siting of the transmie6ion line would

oreate other significant environmental effeote that
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cannot be made insignificant by mitigation, you ehould

aertainly epeak to thoee iesues.

The purpose of poe.ingtheee questions, and at

thie point they are questione and not conclue;ons, ie to

demonstrate soma of the iesues that should be.aoneidered

to make aertain that the final environmental impacts

will be desoribed as completely and accurately as

poeeible. You will probably have othere.

If the final report continuee to identify

eignifiaant environmental effecte on the environment

that cannot be eubetantially mitigated, the commission

must find that specific overriding eaonomia, legal,

eaaial, teohnologiaal or other benefite of the prajeat

outweigh the eignifiaant effeats on the environment

before it aan approve the project.

I~m going to be taking the speakers from the

carde that have been aolleated and numbered. If YoU

haven~t filled out ane of these pink oarde, pleaee do

so, and 1/11 be glad to take you.

If I mispronounce your name, I apologize in

advance. And if I misspell your name, pleaee correct it

for the court reporter. I~d like to aek eaah of you to

some to the podium there to speak 50 that yau~ll be

close by the aourt reporter.

And the first speaker I have ia Hr. Richard

Mill, H-i-l-1,

Mr. Hill.
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Ms.

m.

gueaa.

HILL: Is thin working or --

WALLIGAN: You probably dontt need it.

WILL: I don~t know. Can everybody hear me? I

As you just mentioned, my name is Riohard

Hill, and I have property in Honey Lake Valley. This

only takes up a small, little portion OC thie propoeed

line, but just to show YOU all, unfortunately it.deem --

1 don’t know if you oan all see it (indicating),but it

goes right emaok-dab aorose this BO-sore pieae, right

throughlthe oenter of it. .md then it takeB off another

40 sores going through that quarter of this quarter

section. And eo I’m greatly ooncerned about it.

However, as I understand it -- well, to make

it olear, if you want it for the reoord, that’s in

paroel 139-20-04, Lot 1, ie that top 50 sores. And it

goes right through the center of it. And then Lot 2

juet below it, ittake8 off the corner of it, whioh ie

about one-quarter of that lot. And then the other

seotion or parcel below that, 139-20-08, and it goee

through the top right-hana 40-sore quarter of it.

And BO being as this ie really to see how the

EIS doee come out, I mean itte here. I now understand

it’s for the purpose of eeeing if the impaot ie

substantial, or if itte right, or if not, give all of --

all of your ideae and opinione about it.

Well, my biggeet ooncern, of couree, ie going
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acros8 the property, And I asked earlier about -- and

if 8ome of the rest of you, it may go acroes your

Propertied a8 well. And eo you may bo interested in the

same anewera. And what it wae, exouee me, but if it

oroeses your property, what do they do? what.do you

do?

Well, he mentioned they propose an eaeement

aoroee your property by the power oompany and then they

will try to get it as inexpensively ae poseible.

Well, and therbte even the poeeibility, “

beoauae thie iB out through deeert land mostly, that

itts condemation-t~e proceedings and that tho~e Valuee

are minimal.

Well, that~e not very good for the land owner,

and it ien~t, but thatt~ the way it worke. And my “

oonoerne are just what ie and how ie it to be handled

and when do we eee thie. Well, thie conee later. Thie

ie bsyond the EIS.

So another thing that it eaid in the doounenta

that we reoeived, those -- that one that you have on the

table there and I have a oopy of, it talked about the

Tuecarora pipeline alao wa~ running parallel with it

meet of the way.

Well, ju8t happened to be when X found out

this evening where thie Tuecarora line doee go, it

actually veers off into Nevada and doeen~t cross our

property, my property. So that ientt a concern really

for me, but it may be for a bunch of the rest of you.
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So I think the impaats study doesn~t explain

where that Tumaarora pipeline ie. 1It mentione it a half

a dozen times but doeentt aay exactly where it is,

beaaune I didntt find aut till this evening that It
(

didntt go on our pieae of property. It aatually runs

into Nevada more.

And eo I wondered and then brought up, well,

why wouldn~t thie entire line do that, beaauee it#6 for1 (
Nevada. Why doeentt it go over and follow the pipeline

over on the Nevada eide?

And thatto a gaod guootion, tea, that we might

hope to -- that will be anewered in”the EIS. And that~o

really -- 1 guees my five minuteo are about up anyway,

and that~e about all I have. And thank you very muoh.

I hope that 8ome of theoe are oble to be anowered maybe

in the talke afterward, I mean the dieoueolane

afterward. Maybe they will be,

AM

m.

w

opeak is

MS.

CAREAGA! Thank you, Mr. Hill.

HILL: Thank you.

CARSAGA1 The next epeaker who hao eigned up to

Peggy Lera, L-e-r-a, Bowen, B-o-w-e-n.

ME. Bowen.

BOWEN1 Uy name io Peggy Lera Bowen, and I~m

preeident of Friends of Rancho San Rafael Park in Reno,

Nevada.

And the reaean I~m up here tanight ie I~m

having ourgery on the day that they are having the

)i
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public hearing in Reno, eo I hope you don~t mind me

taking a little bit of your California tine, but I need

to addreoe some isouee that are of grave concern to UO.

It waon~t until the 16th of laet month that I

actually went to any oort of publia workohop or anything

related to thie plan of the Alturae power line. The

people in Waohoe County and in the Reno area

epeoifically havb really not been kept informed ao to

thie power line~e aoncept, ite implementation or ite

being built.

We went to the workehop that wae hold by the

Aepen Group at the Airport Plaza, and we were many of uo

who were there. There were 24 people preeent that

evening, and many af UE who were preeent were ohocked by

the laak of information that the Aepen Group had to the

aatual reality of where this line wae going within our

townohip.

WeIre told that initially that they tried to

take it eaet of 8parko, S-p-a-r-k-e, which ae they nay,

Reno ie eo aloee to hell you eee eparke oometimea.

8orry about that, but that~s an old -- the importance of

it is the initial aonoept wae ta take it eaet af that

aommunity. And, in faat, the Sparko aommunity reacted

with, It~a not healthful, it~e nat cafe and it~o going

to be taken for a propooed regional park, and we don’t

want it.

Then it was euggeoted to go through anather

corridor, through Reno itoelf. And again the powero
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4
massive, wonderful, quiet, tranquil, open-apace concept

park.

We are not talking ridee. We are not talking,

you know, doing your thing. .We are talking a:place

where peoplo can go and enjoy with their family and jog

and picnia and do those eorts of conceptn within the

park. That~B the baaia of the master plan.

Where your line will oome -- and I hope you

don’t mind. I took the liberty to bring you a couple of

photograph to show you why thi~ haa ue very, very

concerned. I’m going to do it up here, I’m sorry .

-- what we are ,talkingabout ia right where the earthen

dirt ie here, that~a the aokual earthen dam eplllway

Site.
(

And what happened ie in 1986 maeolve flood

watere came down through Rancho San Rafael Park in a

north-to-south fashion. so you oan put it on the -- and

leter after it oame through tha park, it went in an

eastern fashion across Virginia Street in front of

Lawlor Event Center, went through the University of

Nevada Reno~e campue and out across the freeway, aoroas

the street down into lowe~eocio-economio houoing, HUD

houeing areas within our oommunity. It juet was a

maesive flood. And eo we have been working since 1987

to have this dam site. Well, the domino theory now

enters.

If in fact the line comes down, ae wetre told,

cuts acroos here (indicating)-- these pioturee were
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taken two years ago. Thie le even filled in with

housing now. You have roada where the line is coming

right down near housing, and you have it coming through

what we are trying to obtain, tho 158 acree within that,

158 and 28/100the acres within that eaddle. The barrow

pit here in this area, the power line will go right

through the barrow pit.

What the subject of dioouasion in Reno has

been is whether or not they wante~ to obtain more land

for the park that would have a barrow pit in it. Part

of the mitigation of that Evans Creek Dam Projeot wae ta

bring baok the barrow pit area as cloee to what it wae

with the material miseing, after they had teken the

material out.

Now the Parks Department didn’t even want a

barrow pit. As I explained, it~a over 10 acres out of

135 -- working on that, and we have motions by the

Rancho San Rafael Advisory Committee, the Parke

commission, and by the ccunty commieeioners for Waehoo

county, all saying to obtain more land for the park.

They aren~t going to want 130-foot electrical

poles going through any part of the park. They night

not aek the Foreet Servioe to do a land swap beoause.”

they will heve to swap some really nice land in order to

get thie to be put into the park. And if they don’t ask

for the land to be swapped, the Forest Service has

already said they dontt want any property with a barrow

pit on it. That was protky basic.
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In fact, the Forest Service is laughing right

now saying the power line6 -- like, hey, we want to get

thie off our hands because what you have.le 130-foot

poles aoming rlqht aarose to here, cominq by ~hie

houeing oommunity, and a Parka Department that~s now

saying, maybe we dontt want that land after all.

You should know that they met laet Thursday

night and voted unanimously, the Advisory Board of

Rancho San Rafael Park voted unanimously to write to

every entity available to etrese that they not only

didn~t want the power line qoinq through park space,

they didntt want that to be able to’be seen from the

park becauBe of the olear and open-apace aonoept. And .

that ie of major aoncern.

But if ’powersthat ba take the route that you

have now planned with those power linee and poles 130

feet tall, 15 feet in diameter poles, and put them

exaotly as you cay, not you personally, buk ae the

project Says, then what will happen is we’re told that

the machinery and equipment would have to go in and

leave ielands or come other mechanism around tho5e poles

in order to etill qet the barrow material out of the

barrow pit.

Becauee what’e happened ie onoe this ie put

into the park, the coet-benefit ratio for putting in

that damslte isworae. The formula works -- in order

to have the dam considered to be built, if we have to

get the barrow material and pay for it, and under that
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plan we don~t have to pay for it, it would throw the

coet-benefit ratio out of kilter to the point where that

dam projeot wouldnft be considered -- I mean that d-a-m

projeot won~t be considered. :

flood wae

trying to

opillwaye

And that meanu that we could risk -~ the f186

considered a ten-year flood, where we are

create an earthen restraining dam with

that will be for a hundred-year flood.

And no once aqain, not only put park, but

housing and the campus and low-income houeing in

jeopardy by not being able to restrain the flood watera

that are coming down thoee corridors north to couth ~nd

flow in the direction of flow.

And so we have a domino theory here that if in

fact you keep the power line concept, you really blow

what wetre looking at as an open concept, open and

beautiful, quiet concept for the park, visually

aeskhetio concept for the park.

And we really took a large chunk of land. The

Public Smployeee Retirement Program that we have in the

Stete of Nevada literally purchased the land when it

became available, held it in abeyance till the people of

Washoe County could, and the City of Reno could, vote a

$10 million bond imsue. They cold ua the property back

-- PERS is what it is, Publio Employees Retirement

System. PERS sold it to the county for the purposee of

a park with only intereet that it would have acorued to

the retirement system ae the additional charge from the
1

● I
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That wae this community#s gift to Reno and

Sparks and Truokoe Meadowe and literally to the State of

Nevada. ?

And the aoncept was an open and quiet and calm

and tranquil park to be preserved, beoauae now we knew

(
1

great amounts of building and growth were going to

happen. And tho power line in thio projeot ie in

opposition totally with that aonaept and in fact pute

people in danger from future floods if the dam projoot

cantt go through beaauee of where the power lines are

put in. “
Antithat’e my major aonaern, slang with I

honaetly don’t believe that the power aompany hae looked

at proper alternatives. I dontt think they are

considering tham. They are juet trying to put the line

where the wheel BqU9akB leaet.

Therete no reaeon not to break that line

down. There is no reaeon to put the parkto aonaept in
(
1
1

jeopardy. There ie no raaoon to put people’e health in

jeopardy, and there io certainly no roaoon to have thio

line come through in the faehion they are. They aan

break it down and put it through .exietingaorridoro,.and

they ehould really truly aonsider that~ or they ohould

consider how to have profit margino for their

stookholder6 another way. d

AH cmSAGA: Thank you very much, Me. Bowen.

MS. BOWEN: I took longer than five minutee. I

----

84 “ 85
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apolagize.

AL3 C~SAGA: The next speaker ia Mr. Nick -- ie it

Chorak, c-h-o-r-a-k.

..

NR. CHORAN: My name is Niak Chorak, P.0~ Box 1929,

Fremont, California 94538, And I heard a lot of talk

here about the pole. State of California doean~t want

it. Nevada doeentt want it.

Well, I am from California, and I have

property, juet ae the gentleman that epoke at firot,

although I am luckier than he is. It doesntt run acroso

my property. But nevertheleee, the ’Stateof Nevada or

of Caroon City or, I moan, Sparko or Reno, whoevor wante

elootrioity and they etill belong to the State of

Nevada, why can~t they run it through the State of

Nevada? They want the electricity. Run it through the

State of Nevada.

Now as far as I know and aan learn, I hear

there ia nobody going to be serviaad in the State of

California by that line, only Herlong Air Base. But

don~t bat your farm on Herlong Air Baee etaying open.

1

(
1

What I hear, there ie a lot of rumore on it that it’e

going to bo ehut. Whatever them politicians want to do

in Washington, that~8 what io going to happen.

But I aantt see for the life of me why they

can~t run thio line route right out of tha Coal Tar

1

(
1

Valley and Alturae over in Nevada, set an instrument out 3

there -- wa call it a gun -- and shaot right where they ~
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Itd ~ike to Bp~~k in a~pport of the California route.

Unlike the gentleman that juet epoke, we

certainly think that the long-term energy that will some

into thie valley and into Susanville will ba served by

Sierra Pacific Power.

Right now we are eerved by PGkE. We do have

come problems with the service from time to time, and

itI~ not beoause of PG&E. Itle be~auee of where the

power aomen from through the FeatherRiver Canyon, very, (

very remote, very tough aountry.

We think that thie route that oomee up through

Honey Lake Valley is much better, m~ch better for

eervioe continuity. We think that in the future it~ll

be a lower coet power source, and it~ll be a better

power eource. Thank you very much. .

AH cARSAGA: Thank you, Mr. Battlee.

16 there anyone who would like to speak who

hasn’t filled out a pink oard?

There ie a gentleman in baak doing that now.

I gueee we will ba off reaard a moment.

(off the record)

ALZ CARmGA: We will be on record.

Mr. Paul Herman, H-e-r-m-a-n, hae asked to be

recognized.

Hr. Herman, if I could aek you to come up to

the podium, pleaee.

~. HERWAN: All right.

AL2 CARSAGA: And eince you weren~t here earlier,
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1111 ask you, the came ae I have asked other epeakeran

to try to epeak elowly EO that the court reporter can

take down what you say.

~,
.

~. NERWAN: okay. The first thing I would like to

Bay is about power corridore all over the Weet. And I

would like to point out that if you look at that middle

nap over there, there are a lot of eatabliahed power

corridors on federal land. One that I think of

particularly’in thie ease would be the Paaifia Intertie

etraight through Nevada. That~e an established power

aorridor. . .

(
And what I eee happening here is I see Sierra ;

Pacific Power Company trying to establieh a new power

aorridor right along the east side of the Sierra. And X

think that they shauld take a power corridor that wae

given to then by the federal government and use it

instead of starting a new one, such as the one thatts

owned by L.A. Department af Water end Power.

I don’t think we need to glvo them any moro

land.

Okay. Under the area in the EIS oecondary

objectives and benefits, Sierra Paaifia alaime that the

main reasons to build this power line aro ta improve

reliability and to accommodate now grawth in the Reno

I

(
T
s

area.

In my SC0Pin9 letter, I aoked for them to give

an example of how this line would improve the
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reliability. And I said by doing that they could tell

me where there was a power outage in Reno sometime in

tho distant or near past and how this lino would have

kept that power outage from happening. I wanted an

example.

I think another possible reason that they

could be building this line is to wheel. I think itle a

very possible reason. I think Paoifio GaB and Eleokrio

makes more money whealing than they do on residential

service. And I think if you oheuk that out, youth find

it to bo true. Yet, the power oompany etates through

the aontraator they havo no.ideb how mush they oould

make an wheeling. It says the value of these wheeling

serviaes has not been estimated.

Now, I dan’t believe that. I wrote on that

page, Ilbigfat lie,ll And the rea60n I did it is becauae

the kind of people that invest over a hundred million

dollars in a power line aren~t building it when they

have no idea of how much money they are going to make on

it. I
Now I think you should make Sierra Paaific

Power company cone up with sone numbers. Sinue they are

going to take a lot of federal land from us, I think we

should eee their books, and I think I want ta know how

mush money they are gaing to make wheeling other power

companies~ power through here.
.

I consider it to kind of be a aursory

brueh-off to say eomething like it’s not been

1
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estimated. I don~t believe it.

Speaific to the Long Valley Area where I live,

I would like to say that the locatian of the project

there would aauee extreme environmental damage to Lon9

Valley. It~s a big, long wetland. More easterly routes

would go through a desert. Here deeerty terrain, lese

plants, less wildlife, less people. I think that the

easterly -- routes on the east side of Peterson Mountain

should be considered. They are dismiseed in the EIS,

and I think they ehould bs considered, beaauae therets

less biological resources out there. AS YOU move east~

it bscomee more deserty.

I~d like to say something about the S and U

alternative, which is in order to avoid the Red Rock

ecenia area, BLM has requested that they jump ovor to

the west side of the valley, continue south for a few

miles and then meet back. And this is to preservo the

views of the Red Rooke for tourists driving by at 70

mllee an hour. Let~s not fargst that.

These are the kinds of difference that it

would make if they -- if the S and U alternative was

ueed instead of the T section, which goes through Lassen

Red Rocke.
,.

The first one would be that it would jump over

Highway 395 twiae.

which iS

thera ie

The sacond one, twice over Long Valley creek,

a aritical wetland. And I ahaoked in there and

one mile of this power line thatte over a
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A
wetland on the S, U alternative. Thatts in a five-mile

stretch, one mile of it ie over wetlend. Thatla not

mentioned in the little kind of explanation of the

alternative there. ..

Number three ie it would jump over 8cokt Road

tWiCe. That~s nOt mentioned in the book.

Number four, it would jump over

Plumae-Sierralotranemieoion and distribution lineo

twioet not mentioned in the book. Union Paoifio

railroad, twioe. Onoe mentioned in the book. A buried

fiber optia sable on the railroad right-of-way, not

mentioned at all in the book.

And it aleo requiree the installation of five

aorner etruatures that wouldntt be required on the T
(

aeotion, and that meane a lot of triple polee, guy

wiree, big meee. Caterpillars tearing the plaoe up,

stuff like that,

It also runs along the Diamond Mountain fault,

and one corner Of it iB 200 to 300 feet from the fault

line. That(e too olose.

The BLW is oharged with 6tewardehip of ogr

publio land, and they are,krying to burn off a wart

using a bomb on this Red Rock thing like that to put it

aoroaa the valley through a oritical deer winter

habitat, that’e aleo not mentioned in the book, and then

baak across the valley again, aoross the highway again.

It/s just making a huge mese. Thatfs what I

think. I dan~t think the line should be allowed to be
1
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built in Long Vallay at all. It ehould go into Nevada.

It should be built within the eervice area of sierra

Pacific. It seeme to me like they are kind of skirting

the weetern edge of their eervice area, and I~think they

ehould stick to their own territory.

And I would request that the BLW reconsider

the S and U alternatives. One of the main things ia

that it goes aaross thoee wetlande and there*e a whole

lot of waterfowl. There are beaver dame. Ilve seen

sandhill oranes in there three timee. I have never seen

them neeting there, but they are there. And I have

counted ovor 300 geeee in one bunch on the S and U

seotion in the wintertime. Itt~ not listedae a deer

wintering area. I say it ie, and I say most of that

Long Valley is deer wintering area even though just

small portions of it are noted as being that in the

EIS.

I think the wetland crossings alone, the

wildlife damage to migratory birds, waterfowl, should be

alone enough to oauee rejeotion of thet S, U loop. .

And I would urge ,thatsierra Pacific should be

sent back to an established power aorridor that wae

given to them by the federal government.

If you look at page All in that EIS, there is

a a little map like thie one, and it ehowe all the major

tranemimslon linee in,the West. And one of things it

shows is they are grouped together in twots and threets

to minimize the total impaat and to not epread wires all
I
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over the whole countryside.

They should be put together, use this area,

uee thie corridor thatta been given to then, and not

.1

(

give them a new swath through thie area here.! I don~t

want it, It~e my federal land too. And thank You.

Au CAR2AGA: Thank you, w. Heman.

Ie there anyone else who would like to speak

at this point who ie signed up with a pink aard?

(No response).

AL2 CAREAGA: If not, do any of the epeakera that

spoke before wieh to epeak again?

Ma. Bowen.

~

MS. BOWEN: For the reoord, my name ie Peggy Lear

Bowen.

From my gut level, I feel like a stepparent.

We haven~t been told the same etoriee. We have been

told that this line was necessary to bring power to

California. And we have been told only reoently that it

wae for the mining intereete in eastern Nevada, in the

Carlin area, that beoauae the mining intereet in Nevada,

in the eastern part of Nevada, le growing at, like, a 4

percent annual need of increase of power, that we have

to bring thie cheaper hydro power down from the State of

Washington into Nevada to power thinge, euch ae the

mining interest in the eaet, and to get power back into

California, cheaper form of power, becauee Valmy ie too

expeneive. And thaee are the storiee we are being told.
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The fact that Renege power need ie growing on

the baoie, I have baen told, at about a 4 percent annual

need, welre not talking about a great outrageous tieedof

power within the Truckee Meadowe Comunity. We have a

very etrong limiting factor, and it~m called water. We

have North Valley homes that aan~t get FIB laane over

the laet 20 or more yeare becauee there ie not enough

water to eupport the population that ie an the grounde

now,

They are pumping water in from the Truckee

River to try and meet North Valley neede.

What we have here are you’are being told that

the power needs are going to be met by -- needed by

Herlong, and we are being told it~e being needed by

California.

And we eaid, why is California power coning

through Nevada -- at leest me personally. 1~11 keep it

to myeelf. And quite frankly, I think that maybe the

almighty dollar is behind it. How can we get all that

power out there and cell it and take it through where we

can dern well get it through, and to heck with the

people who are residente there ror 30, 40, 50 years. To

heck with parke that are over ten yeare old. To heck

with anybody except for the etockholdere of Sierra

Paaifia Power.

And we were told -- 1 wae told that the reaeon

we hadntt had any of the public hearlnge wae beoauae, ae

I said before, the entities of Cal Edison and PG&E were
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us.

happy to

MR.

MS.

BOWEN: If you have a copy machine, 1~11 be

do that,

MEmIER: I have copies.

BOWEN: The purpose of thie oeparate,memorandum<

is to underscore provision of existing lew that can

help insure that all communities and persons acroas this

nation live in a safe and healthful environment.

Environmental and oivil right6 statutes provide many

opportunities to addrese environmental hazards in

minority communities and lower economio communities.

Application of thss?.9xi8!ingstatutoW..Provisionsis an

important part of thie Administration’s effort to .

prevent those minority communities and low income

communities from bsing subjeated to disproportionately

high and adverse environmentaleffeats. .

And I feel that the eleckromagnetia fielde

that some off the power lines is quite truly an adverae

environmental effeat. And I thought that khat ehould

also be added to the reaord.

AL3 CARSAGA$ Thank you, Me. Bowen.

Your map.

AM CARSAGA1 And Hr. Robert Elliott aeked to be

recognized to spsak.

Mr. Elliott.

OF ~

MR. ELLIOTT: Thank You. MY name is Robert 0.

Elliott. I own a hog operation in the Wendel area. And

I’M specifically conaorned about your alternative route
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the ones in charge of thie whole project in Nevada, had

not approved it, but had a~iaated having those hearings

in the State of Nevada,

We had one non-meeting two years ago at a

local middle eahool. The blurb in the paper oaid that

if Waahoe County residente cone see the maps, nobody

will be there to answer queetione but see the potential

of where those linee might be.

Well, what wae reaommondsd at that point, I

believe, was east of Sparks. And we hedn’t hed until

the 16th of laet month any true known workehop

pertaining to thie power line.

I aan tell you your map of the proposed route,

cay, maybe page 32 of 33, Segment X and Y ie incorreot.

1

(
Itle incorrect for the amount of houeing thet exiete in ;

the houeing development that I ehowed you up on the hill

in the photograph. It/e in=orreot as to the size of

Rancho San Rafael Park.

And I wae told by the Aspen representatives

that Washae County has been unaooporative in giving them

up-to-date information ae to the impact thio lino would

have. And I heard that information on March 16th at the

Airport Plaza meeting in Reno.

I/d also like to read for the reaord, it that

ie permissible, the executive order that President

Clinton issued on February llth, 1994.

W CARSAGA: Ms. Bowen, if poselble, if you aould

leave a copy of that with ue.

————.-----
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for Segment H, ae in Mary.

xnm *l@~ a member of the Lae~en county

Planning co~iasion. At the tine of our laet hearing, I

was chairman. We had our new eleotion of officers, and

I am now the vice chairman.

At that time I had the aomplete booke of your

EIR that wae cent to the Plannin9 Departmentfithe Laeeen

County Planning Department, and I rev;ewed them quite

extensively. And my main aonaern is, aa X cay, being

inaemuoh ae that if You go to that, the proposed

alternate M from all indiaationewould be almost

adjacent or parallel to my property; And beaauee of”

thie condition, I had to disqualify myeelf at our laet

meeting here in the firet Wednesday of April. And thue

the planning -- there wae only three of ue in

attendance. No action wae made by the Planning

commieaion regarding your project, to be paeeed on to

the board of eupervieore.

If any etudiee, if I find that if you do all

design your power eyetem, power lines euah, I want to

express the fact that I want that to be kept at least

several hundred feet away,from my easterly line or any

line, property line of mi;e, beoause if all goee well,

probably by this fall in my planning, 1’11 have about a

5,000 eow operation out there, and I dontt want to have

any of your -- any problems, potential probleme by

having the line that close to my property.

In fact, I would prefer to see you go follow
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down along the railroad line and going into Wendel that

way. And that way you would be etaying a good quarter

to a half a mile away from my Property. And the farther

you 8tay away from it, the happier 1~11 ba. That

completes my comment. Thank you.

AH CARSAGA1 Thank you, Mr. Elliott.

We will go off reaord.

(Off the record)

AL3 CAREAGA: We will go on record.

Would you please state your name.

MS. NOUSTON: Virginia Houeton.

AU CARSAGA: Houston?

MS. HOUSTON: H-o-u-s-t-o-n.

w cARmGAz Thank YOU.

HOUSTON

Ms. HoUsToN\ I oame to Reno in 1950. Itve

lietened to, I~ve read in the paper, I have heard

friendef disauselon. I can prove nothing. I have no

notes, but the lice that are going on from Sierra

Pacific continuously.

My son, who is now ‘- one of my sons who is

now retired and living out of state was an auditor for.
the State of Nevada. And it would some into the paper,

sierra Pacific ie requesting a rate hike. Then it comee

into the eervice commissioners -- Publia Service

commissioner would not give then what they wanted. He

cays, Horn,don~t worry. They have got eix others of the

same thing backed up waiting.

PUSLIC UTILITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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Also, he said, you want to see creative

bookkeeping. A young nan mentioned he wantad to see the

booke. Forget it. My eon said if they want to raiee

the gae hikes, they uee loaaee and e~eneee from the

water and the eleotrio and ewitoh them.

AL2 CAREAGAt A little nore elowly, pleaee.

US. HOUSTON: I~m wound up.

W CAREAGA: I know.

MS. HOUBTON: If I aould get out of Reno or live

somewhere on my own just to get away from sierra

Paoifia, I would.

Now they mentioned the other waye we are going

-- they are going to deoreatiethe rates. Well, you

know what the meane. That meane down the road a couple

of monthe all of a eudden we~re going to triple what we

had in the firet place. They epend more money on publio

-- building up public goodwill, and they oould use thle

money to put it into eerviae.

We need them, yee, we need them. One of my

friends who died, God love him, just a year ago, he said

the best stook he ever owned wae Sierra Paoifia. They

were always raising our ratee to take -- I#m sorry. You

are just doing your job. I aan’t hold it in. l#m 72

yeare old, and ae far as being white-waehed, don’t turn

your baak on Sierra Paaifia. They have the monopoly

there, on water, gae and eleatriaity, and they soak it

to you.

Now that I understand they have had to make
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them -- they have had a decline financially here lately

and let a lot of people go on early retirements. And

they have merged with another company.

I aan remember when they were telling us we
:

were going to have to pay for a new power station. It

wan going to reduce our rates dramatically. What did we

find out in the paper later?

Sierra Paaifia ie celling power off in Idaho

somewhere, and thatts it. 1111 go sit down now.

AL3 CARmGAi Thank you.

We will be off record.

(Off the reaord) . ‘

W CAR~GA: Baak on the record.

During the pact half hour or so, we have been

off the reaord in informal queetions and answere

concerning environmental impacte, the effecte on land

owners of the proaess. And ae a result of that,

~. Herman would like to add to hie earlier remarke

regarding one iseue that sane up.

Mr. Herman.

OF ~

~. HEW: Okay. I would just like to ask the

question, how much power is lost in transmitting from

1

(

the Paaifia Northweet to Reno, percentage?

I would also like to aek -- it was kind of a

1

skirting referenae to the Paaifia Northweet and the faat ,

that the power generation soheme up there is going to (

ahange in a fairly large way because of endangered

PWSLIC ~ILITIES CONNISSION, STATE OF CALIFOmIA
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A
salmon, and that they are not going to be able to hold

all that water back. They are going to let some through

for the fish.

And if thatte vhere the power ie coming from,

that ehould be addreaeed, booauee therete going to be

aleo some of their power generating capaoity on tho
c

Columbia River up there, just like what happened with

the epotted owl in Susanville. And everybody around

here knows what happens. They out down on tha ti~er~

down to 40 percent of what it wae. And that could

happen to the Columbia River becauee of salmon. And I

would like that addreeeed in the EIS. d

W CAREAGA: Thank you.

Ye6, air.

~. ELLIOTT: I~d like to add something to the

record.

AM CAR~GA! Mr. Elliott will be adding to his

remarke.

~. ELLIO~! You called upon me BO fast ae I same

into the room that I didn’t get a chance to colleot my

thoughte. I think I made a miotake in that I think I

said that I wanted you to etay 100 or 200 feet away from

my property line. And I meant a hundred -- I mean 1,000

to 2,000 feet away. I wanted that corrected.

Secondly, I wanted to aleo eay in addition to

owning that big hog operation out there, I~n aleo a real

eetate broker. And I wae commieeioned by the Tuecarora
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people to do their appraieal and -- of the property

within Laeeen County from the Lassen County border in

the north for their propoeed line to the Nevada border.

And eo I am quite familiar with most of the

areae that your propoeed power line is to go through,

having been on meet of that property ae you are

following that line in many places along that line. I

not only did the appreieal for them, but I also attached

dollar values to the aareages ae I felt it -- what the

aoreage was worth in what areas, and then went through.

And if any of that oould be of help to anybody, they~d

have have to go to Tuecarora to get’permission to uee

this. Thank you.

AH CAREAGAZ Thank you, Hr. Elliott.

Is there anyone elee who would,like to add to

their remarks or haen~t yet had a chanco to speak?

Ms. Bowen.

OF MS. Bow

MS. BOWEN$ Peggy Bowen.

One thing I didntt note for the record ie that

I do not live anywhere near where the power line would

some. I live on the other side of the City of Reno. SO

this is not concerning my personal property ae suoh,

although I consider the park ae being, ae one of the

citizens of thie area, that that park?e my baby, that

thatts our park.

secondly, I for the reaord naed to note that

many Persons with whom I work and speak constantly about

PmLIC ~ILITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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the line in the lamt month have auggeBted why not use

the Nevada alternative. And I have to.eay after the

information preeented here tonight, why not do your

major line through existing aorridors, bringing this

oheeper power down from the State of Washington, if

that~a your intent, take it out through Valmy into the (

mining areae and Carlin or wherever the power is

aotually needed, and then if you are truly aoncerned,

Sierra Pacifio Power, about the growth of Renota need

for power, you use smaller line6 an~ take-offe fron that

line to bring it baok into Reno?

Do not -- and Itn going to be qu~te frank, I

dontt think you need to have a 345 k volt line. ‘Killfi,

whether you spell it k-l-l or k-i-l-l, etill ie kill.

Kilovolt lines do damage. They are harmful to living

things, whether animal or plant. They go through

existing dwellingn, exieting dwellings by things that

are alive on earth.

You do have an eleatromagnetio field that I

dontt think hae been properly addroseed in any of the

reports ae far as its effecte on that whiah wae living

should still be living af}er your line goee through.

And I think if you take it in emaller

responsible lines that we oan do it that way, bu~ take

the power where you are actually going to sell it.

Dontt be ueing the community of Truckee Ueadow6 ae an

excuse to bring It into Reno, if thatls not truly where

the power needs are.
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And I think it would behoove the magistrate of

the hearing to hava it looked into as to the real

potential growth in Reno as far as powsr needs go to see

if the justification for this line is in faot,a reality

or what somebody would like the perception to.become the

reality. Thank you.

AU CAREAGA: Thank you.

Ie there anyone who would like to speak before

we adjourn?

Yes, matam, would you pleaee state your name

for the record and spell it for the court reporter.

MS. EIDEI Do you need.this pink card?

Au CAREAGA: Yee, pleaee.

OF MS.

MS. EIDE: I1m Sue Eide, E-i-d-e. I~m the

exeoutive direotor of the Lassen County Chamber of

Comaroe here in Susanville. Lest yeor the board of

directore didn’t do an in-depth study, but we did look

at this possibility, and we voted in favor of this

project.

The reason we voted in favor of it was to

bring additional needed power to this area.

We oertainly did not vote in favor of this

project to bring harm to anyone’e property or thair

lifestyle or anything else. That is one of the reasons

that I asked the question I did oarlior, If this was

some new technology or just more of what we had, beoause

that was our understanding, that it was power that was

P~LIC ~ILITIES CONWISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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coning from a different area and in a new corridor, but

that it wae power just as we know it now. Thank you.

W CAREAGA: Thank you.

Is there anyone el~e who would like:to be

heard?

m. Hill.

~’”
.

~. HILL: On page ES-32 in the fourth paragraph,

that’s the one next to the bottom, It enye right in the

middle of it,

‘...coneldorlnga minimum eetback

of 300 feet Srom the tranernieeion

line or eubstationb of any future
(

ocaupied etruoture on parcels

oroeeed by the Propoeed Project.!]

Sounde to me like thie ie is the summary,

Maybe the EIS eaya sonething different, I dontt know,

but this aaye 300 feet eotback. That meane 600 feet,

300 on eaah aide, not 60 feet. 1s this an error that is

on this, is on page ES-32? d

~ CAREAGA1 We will go off record.

(Off the record)

ALJ C-2AGA: Ws will be on record.

W. Hill had finished hia statement with a

queetion, which I mentioned would be addreeeed in the ~

final impact statement.

Hr. John Baxter from ND, L-U-U-D, hae aeked

to be recognized.
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~. BMTSR: HY name ie John Baxter, and I~m a

director with Lassen Municipal Utility DiStriCt. ‘And I

would like to take a little heat off Sierra Pacific

Reeources and the fact that Laseen was the originator o:

bringing thie lino from Alturas to Lassen county:

We dldntt really have the intention of moving

on to Reno8 and we didntt have the intention of a 345

line either, but we were looking for a source of lower

cost power to oerve,this valley and tho people”in thie

community.

There is a lot of.you nay know’the reason that

Lassen wan formed, which was because of high coet power

and the source from Pacifia Gae and Electric Company

back in the mid-~eoe.

Now the dietrict wasntt formed to make money,

and the dietrict wasntt formed to serve any task maeter

other than to provide lower cost ratea to the people,

tho community. I believe it was our intention to bring

this power down beaauee people in the community eaid,

Why are we paying those high rates and our neighbors to

the north have low-aost power from Bonneville.

We epont several thoueande of their dollars

trying to get this lower cost power to thie community.

Therets such a thing ae the Northweet Power Act that

prohibits ue getting Bonneville power, and there ware

other obetaclee in the way of bringing it down at that

time. And we looked to Sierra Pacifia Resources to
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LoYALTON, CALIFORNIA, APRIL 19, 1995 - 6:00 P.M.

*****

ADMINISTWTIVE LAW JUDGE CARSAGA: Good evening,

ladies and gentlemen. Hy nene is Riahard Careaga. I/m

an administrative law judge for the California Publia

Utilities commission.

This is the time and plaae noticed for a

publla hearing to reaeive oral aommenks an a draft

environmental impact report and statement aanaerning the

proposal of Sierra Paaifia Power Company ta aanstruat a

high-voltage overhead power transmiosian line from

Alturas, California, to Rena, Nevada.

The application number assigned by the

Cammiseian to this propaeal is A. 93-11-018.

Commissioner Knight is the aesigned aommiesianer.

The United States Bureau of Land Management

has aesigned Case No. CACA 31406 to the propasal.

BLM iB working with the California Publio

Utilitiee Cammieeion ta prepare this environmental

impaat report statement to asaess the environmental

impaate of the propoeed Alturas 345 kv transmission

line.

This public participation hearing pravides the

publla aamments an the draft environmental impact report

statement prepared by the Public Utilities commission

and BLM.

BM, in accordance with the National

Environmental Policy Act, will aoneider and reepand to
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all oral and written camments as part of the preparation

of a final environmental impact report and etatement for

the prapaeed transmieeian line.

The B~ and other federal agencies will use

this final EIR/S as the basic for their deaieion to

approve or deny the application by Sierra Paoific Power

company for a transmission line right-of-way acrose

federal lands.

The federal agonay deaision will be

coordinated with the deaisian of the California Publio

utilitie8 Commission on the application now pending

before the Commission.

The hearing tonight is being etenagraphically

reoorded by a aaurt reparter. The transcript from this

hearing will farm an important part of the official

retard that the commissioner af the Publla Utilities

Commission will aansider when certifying the final

environmental impact report and etatement that will b8

prepared.

It~s very ~mpartant that the transcript

accurately reaard what you say here tonight. For that

reason, I*11 need your help.

First, speak slowly, and 1’11 give you a hand

eignal if I think you are epeeding, and, if neceeeary,

1~11 interrupt you eo that the aaurt reporter will be

able to take dawn what YOU have to say.

Seaond, of aaurse, pleaee speak one at a

time. If you da need to talk to eameone to exahange

PUBLIC UTILITIES CO~ISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

).. .
PART G. COMME~S

371

information, I ask that you step outside to do that and

come back in when you are ready to proceed.

Third, 1111 ask eaoh of you to limit your

initial remarks to about five to seven minutes eo that

everybody will have an opportunity to speak. Onoe

everybody has spoken who wants to, 1/11 recognize people

again for the purpose of adding to their remarks. And

wetll take as muoh time as reasonably neceseary.

Wetll take regular breake at about five

minuken or so before the hour, or whenever the court

reporter neads to change her paper tape, and 1~11

indicate that by eaying we are off record, and what is

said wontt be recorded.

At some point during the evening after

everyone hae had the chance to epeak, I~d like to open

up the floor for questione and an8wers. That will not

be reoorded as part of this but will help facilitate the

exahange of information that you may need to make your

oomments.

After that, if anyone wiehea to add to their

remarke or to speak for the first time, we will go back

on the record and 1111 reoognize you for that purpose.

Next, I want to remind you that you don’t have

to epeak here tonight to make your viewe known. If you

are not comfortable epeaking in publla but want to

comment, you can do so in writing. YOU oan do this by

postmarking your remarke by mail before May 3rd, on or

before May 3rd, 1995.
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Julie Halligan, with the California Public

Utilities ConmiesLon, can give you the address.

Pleaee be aware that this public hearing

tonight is for the purpose of gathering information

about the aontent and the analyeee of the dreft

environmental impact report. The most helpful

contribution that you can make in that connection is to

point out any facte or ieeuee that the environmental

impaat report and etatement may have overlooked or

inadequately addreesed.

If you havo questions concerning the data in

the statement, ite conclusions or nnalysee, the

representative of the Aspen Environmental Group, which

is the independent consultant retained by the Commiaeion

and the BW to aesess the impauts of the projoct, will

be available to answer questione after everyone who

wiehes to has made an initial etatement.

There will be another hearing next month on

the proposed project on May 22, 1995 beginning at 9!00

a.m. 1/11 conduat evidentiary hearings on the propoeed

projeat at Susanville in the City Hall Council Chambers,

62 North Lassen Street.

The hearings will oontinue until Hay 26th,

1996 unless sooner oomplete.

The purpose of the hearings next month is to

take the testimony of the project proponent, Sierra

Pacifio, and others concerning whether the proposed

projeat is in the publia intereet, convenience and
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And third, no information is available that

ehowa the alternative routes would necaesarily areate

fewer significant environmental effects.

l{owever,na explanation is provided why the

immediate requirements aould not be satisfied by a 120

kv line aonatructed from the Eaet Traay eubatation to

the Silver Lake substation along an exieting utility

corridor other than to obeerve that an exieting 2,000

foot separation dietanae if required to be infeasible.

No explanation ie offered why alternatives

werentt considered that would avoid aongeeted urban

areas.

Tho report cantains na epeaific diecuseion af

eeveral of tho eignifiaant environmental effeata that

have been identified by the draft impaat report. And

among these are tho following!

Are there alternative routes khet wauld

dieturb fewer aultural reaourae eitee or comparable

numbar of resourae eite8 af leeeer signlfiaanae?

8aaond, are thers alternatives that wauld

affeak fewer existing reeidenaes?

Third, are there alternatives that would

affeot fewer recreational areas or recreational areae

less intensively used?

Fourth, does the draft environmental repart

adequately aonsider alternative rautes for the

tranemiseion line that would aroae fewer or more lightly

used road and rail corridore?
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Fifth, daee tho draft report adequately

caneider all alternative routes less susceptible ta

degradation?

Finally, aaaording to the report, the citing

of the prapoeed transmission line would diminish the

eaenia quality of epeaifia -- on Nighway 395, impaate

far whiah no mitigation ie available.

Doee the draft report adequately aoneidor

alternative routes through areas removed from reet etops

and main traveled roade?

Ales, aaaording ta the report, the propoeed

transmission line would have effeate on other aepeuts of

the natural enviranmont, including biological resaurcee,

air quality, land and water reeources, publia eafety and

health and athor eocial aonditione that would nat be

significant after toking into aaaount mitigation

meaeuree.

Therefore, the final quoekion that you may

want to addrese ie whether there are faats ehowing that

the propoeed siting of the tranemieelon line would in

fact areate eignifiaant effeate on these other aepeats

of the environment that aannot be made insignificant by

mitigatiano

The.purpoee of peeing those questions is to

demonstrate some of the iesueB that should be considered

to make certain that the final environmental impact

report and statement will be ae complete ae poeslble.

YouIll prabably have others. But if the einal report
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continue6 to identify significant environmental effects

that could not be substantially mitigated the Commission

is required to find that epecific overriding economic,

legal, sooial, technological or other benefike of the

projeot outweigh the signifiannt effeate an the

environment before the Commission will be able to is8ue

an approval.

Next I~m going to be taking the epeakera from

the pink aarde that have been colleoted and numbered.

If you haven~t filled out one of these aards yet, please

see Tom in the back.

Antiif I mispronounce your name, I apologize.

If I mieepell your name, however, I not only apologize

but aak you to oorrect it for the court reporter.

so wewill begin with the first speaker, who

ie Jim Skeen, S-k- --.ia it Skeen or Skeer?

HR. SKEEN: skeen, S-k-e-e-n.

ALJ CAREAGA! Hr. Skeen, would You oare to speak,

sir?

T OF ~. SK~

MR. SKEEN: Well, juet briefly. I think the

remarke that 1 had in mind are probably not appropriate

1

for thie, but I would just like to say that in Plumae we

ehare a problem in future power eupply with our (

neighbors in Sueanville, and that in come point in the

future, we believe thie Project will help us solve our

problem.

AU CAREAGA: Thank you, Mr. Skeen.

—-———-—..—-
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The next pereon who has aeked to be recognized

is Jan Loverin, L-o-v-e-r-i-n, representing Citizene for

the Preservation of Long Valley.

AL3 CAREAGA: We will be off record for a moment to

allow everybody to get settled.

(off the record)

ALJ CAREAGA: We will be on record.

During the recese, I identified Mr. Humm,

Me. Nalligan and Gary Meunier for the information of

those attending.

He. Loverin, please proceed.

MS. LOVERIN: My name ie Jan Loverin, and I am

epeaking on behalf of Citizens for the Preservation of

Long Valley.

The Citizene for the Preservation of Long

Valley feel that thie EIB is defeotive. We feel it ie

defeotive becauee it hae eliminated or hae a ehallow

view of the Bordertown substation.

And what I have done here ie I have requeeted

from Sierra Pacifia this routing map that wae done by a

company they hired named Reeource Management (

Incorporated. Thie routing map does chow varioue

constraints. All of these colors are tied to varioue

conetrainte, such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,

Indian reservation, railroade, engineering eeneitive,

biological conetrainte, et cetera.

ALJ CAREAGA: Excuee me, Ms. Loverin, can I aek you
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to you speak a little more slowly, and so that Itm

oriented, oan you tell me about what the area that we

are looking at is?

MS. LOVERIN: Yes. Letts eee. Were, down here

would be Reno (indicating). Up there, north, would be

Alturas. And the area I~m referring to or will be

referring to is right here. xt~s called Bordertown.’

Itlo near the California-Nevadaborder. .

ALJ CAREAGA1 Thank you.

MS. LOVERINI What I found to be very intriguing

about this map is that there would be numerous

oonetraints, how diffioult it is to route the

tranemiseion line. All these different thinge are

significant routing oonetrainte.

What I aleo found to be very interesting,

however, was all the different -- maybe see it a little

bit on thle one. These here are aotually routing --

various routing linee, varying routes.

You oan see here all the different roukea that

were looked at in preparation for development of the

preferred routing for this area. The part that was the

most intriguing to me is thie one inoh right here

(indicating) that ie the Bordertown area. And as you

can see, there wore no alternatives given for this

cite. None.

Out of 160 milee there are alternatives for

every eingle area except for right there. That~e .

bacauee thie study was done in April of 1993, and the
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property right here that wae purchased by Sierra Pacific 4

with the intent of building the substation was purchased

in January of 1993. The routing hae baeically been

determined, the preferred routing hae been determined by

the Bordertown area.

They mention many different conetrainte here,

as I said, biological, wetlands, vieual constraints, but
(

this is the constraint -- thie is the reason the

Citizens for the Preservation of Long Valley feel this

entire route was developed, wae beoauee of Bordertown.

And we feel that the EIS has not adequately

addreeeed thie. Let alone it did not give the residents

in thie area any alternative. It did not give Sierra

County any alternatives, The EIS did not look at the

faot that the property in thle area, their original

purchased property -- can I stop here juet one eecond?

ALJ CAREAGA2 We will be off record.

(Off the record)

ALJ CAREAGA2 We will be on record,

M9. LOVERIN: Thie ie a map that I have had blown
.

up of the Bordertown area, 60 we eort of know a little

bit more about what we are talking about,

What I did here is I took tho basic map from

the E19. I euperimpoeed it on a topo map to give a
(

fuller view of Long Valley. This here ie the alternate

Bordertown cite. That is the site that wae purchased in

January of 1993.

Mhen we informed Sierra Pacifia after they had
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purchaaed this land that it was encumbered by

aanditians, cove,nanteand reetr~ations~ theY were quite

surprised and immediately moved over to this parael

here, a littlo bit north on a BLW piece of praperty.

The EIS did nat acknowledge that the praperty

awned by Sierra Paoifia is eubject to thoee CC and Re,

end yet it apeaifiaally mentioned it in my routing or my

letter, my eaoping letter on May 24th, 1994. It was not

addressed.

What we would like is -- the EIS did not

aseeae why thie Bordertawn cite wae the aritiaal

constraint in the preferred rauting. Why does Sierra

Paaifia want the eubatatian there? Why do they want the

praperty in this Bordertown viainity?

We feel it is becauee of the need for the ar
c

the desire for the Bordertown substation.

The EIS etated that the Borderkawn station may

supply additional transmission service to the growing

needs in the North Valley aroae of Rono,

our question an thie ie: Why?

There is no growth in the North Valley areas

af Reno beaause there ie na water in the North Valley

areas af Reno.

This perceived need by Sierra Pacifia is an

unjustified rationale for the Bordertawn substation. If

there is need, then why ien’t the Bordertawn substation

located near the laad center? It ientt.

Ae you aan see here, there ie no load aenter
?
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near the Bordertown etation. The zoning here is

residential. There is some manufacturing, and all of

the reet around it is either agrlaulture or general

rural. There ie na laad here.

I

(
sierra County, which is the majority of thie

green here (indicating),doss not have in ite general

plan ta eudivide. There aren’t going to be subdivisions

in thie area.

The Citizene far the Preservation of Long

Valley also feel the cultural and hietoric eurvey ie

inadequate. The EIS did not acknowledge that there is

historic significance in the upper end of Long Valley.

And again, I speaifiaally etated that in my scoping

letter of Hay 24th, 1994.

Ae you can see right here, this is the

alternate eub~tation cite. The Old 1862 Ranah where I

reside ie right there. It/e that darkened yellow aolor

right there. I have a sign out front that saye ~lOld (

~~62 Ranohtt~and I have two ~gth century buildings that

are very obviously placed eo paesere-by aan eee it, and

yet it wae not addressed in the EIS.

In lieu of that omieeion, I have hired an

arahiteatural hietorian who hae verified there ie

historia significance in Long Valley and who has

suggested that let alane the Old 1862 Ranch may be

eligible far the Natianal Historla Register, the entire

valley nay be eligible far the Natianal Hietoria

Register under Criteria A.
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i

I have also pointed out those other historic

eiteo in the valley that are known.

Is my five minutes up?

AW CAREAGA1 Do you have much more?

Why don’t you finish then rather than coming

baok.

MS. LOVERIN: okay. We have aleo noticed in the

EIS that many of the questions that we asked were

respondad to with a conclusionary response. That is,

they only said, Thie ie it. There ie no reaeon.

Specifically, I/m referring to other venues

that we had suqqested for the Bordertown substation,

epeclfiaally aaroee 395 on what is property now owned b)

the California Fish and Game.

Basiaally, the EIS juet eaid this is owned by

California Fish and Game, and khsroforo ie inocneietent

with their land use qoale.

I would like to brinq it to ycur attention

that the substation site here, the alternate and the

preferred, is also inconsistent with land use goals of

8ierra County.

We would like an in-depth anewer. We want

reaeone, not just a aonclusicnary etakementi,on why

alternative sitinqe for the Bordertown substation have

not been fully considered.

I

JoTL.2-3

In addition, 1/11 be quick here, the vieual

reeource management aspect of the Bordertown property

1

(

7

here hae been very poorly done.
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The BLM admite that, admits that very few

experts have even come out and vieited the site.
:

There wsre many omissions and errore in the

EIS, but the most obvious one to me was on paqe c-9-le,

where it etatea that the environmental eection reqardinq

the alternate and preferred Bordertown substation sites

are surrounded by commercial and industrial zoninq.

Completely wronq, ae you can eee by this map. .

In conclusion, the Bordertown eubstatlon eitee

have not bsen adequately addreseed. As I think I have

pointed out this eveninq, the EIS has performed only a

very shallow look at what ie the critical point of thie

project.

The BLW hae not upheld its responsibility, and

we are very disappointed in terme of not havinq people

some out there for vieual, cultural resources.

And in addition, it appeare that the BLW ie

anxious to unload this piece of property and increaee

their holdinqs at the expenee of Sierra County, its

history and its reeidente. Thank you.

AW CAREAGA: Thank you, Us. Loverin.

We will be off record.

(off the record)

Au CAREAGA8 We will be on record.

Itd like next to recognize Anne Eldred,

E-l-d-r-e-d, representing Sierra County Planning

Commission.

Me, Eldred.

(

(
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MS. ELDRED1 Yea, if I aan got ‘- I~m not goin9 to

carry the book up there.

Baeically, what I have to say ie that I have

found a great number of subjects in the draft EIS/EIR

that were not addreeaed, number one being a real Nevada

route.

And I flayIlrealtlbecause I know there are
v

eegmonka in the alternatives that do -- that are in

Nevada, and they are addreoaed as a Nevada alternative.

That ie not the true Nevada alternative that was

suggested way baok in the eaoping time on thie projeak.

If the EIS -- EIS/EIR had deoided after or

determined after studying a real Nevada route that that

was not an alternative to be piaked, I might have been

able to understand that, but I cannot understand how you

can know what the environmental effeate on a route or

the environmental impacts on a route are unlese you$ve (

studied them. And they were not studied. They were

tossed out ae not being environmentally -- or not havinq

value to study.

I found your etatement earlier today, and this

is not on my pink slip, but this happened after I wrote

that out, but I found it interesting that one of the

reaeons you gave for not going ahead and studyinq

another route at this time or other routes at this time

was the immediate need within two yeare for more

electrical re80urces.
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And I don’t think that’s any reaeon to not

study something. And I dan’t believe that CEQA would

agree with that either.

The main abjection that I have in your etudies

have to do with cultural resourcee. In Particular, the

National Historio Preservation Act does require that if

there is a potential impaat from a project that is done

by a government agency on private property, that that is

a -- aould be a significant environmental effeat.

And in the case of Bordertown, there are

historia properties there which can be assumed to have

eignifiaant environmental effeat if this project ie

built the way it’e planned, and you can’t mitigate

that. There is no way to mitigate that. And thatjs (

under the -- I believe itle under Seation 106 of the

National Nietoric Preservation Act.

One request that I certainly would have 1s

that a study be done of at leaet a“mile and a half

around the potential substations, whichever one you

piok, for the impaats on historical propertied and other

cultural reeources, including prehistoric properties.

I think your studiee are too narrow in thie

caee, bacause I think there are going to be major

impacts. Thank you.

Au CAREAGA: Thank you, Me. Eldred.

Next I’d like to recognize, if I’m reading it

carrectly, Me. Annie Gutman, G-u-t-m-a-n.

~. GUTNAN: Arnie.
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AM CARSAGA: Arnie, I~m sorry

GUT~

MR. GUT~Nl I/m Arnie Gutman. X atialso a member

of the Sierra County Planning Commission.

In reviewing the draft EIR/EIS, I had a very

diffioult time. In fact, I was not able to oome to the

same oonolusion that Sierra Paoifio Power drsw; namely,

that the propossd alternative route ie the preferred

route.

I found the draet EIR/EIs to be full oe

inconsistenoles, a number of sele-eerving statement

and, eor example, there is a long dlscuesion about how

benign electromagnetic fialde are, talking about you oan

derive more electromagnetism from walking aorose a

carpet, there is more put out by an egg beater and

whatever, miarowava oven.

And thatls all well and good until you get to

the discussion about crossing the City oe Sparks, Then

all of a eudden eleatromagnetia fielde become an

intolerable threat to the City of Bparke,

Now the uee of electromagnetic fields to me is

a red herring, Itte either very detrimental when you

are going through the City oe Sparks, but if you are

going through Long Valley, it~s ineignifiaant.

I think one of the most dramatia

1

inaoneistenciee I eound was their discussion about their ~

need to tie into the Bonneville Power Authority. (There 4

are approximately eive or six references about the
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desirability to plug into the Bonneville Power .

Authority. At page A-22 it eaye proposed projeot would

provide dlract intertie to Bonneville Power. On page

25, the project would provide Bonneville Power and

Sierra Paaifia Power Company with a direct connection.

And on page A-33, it eald a direct connection would

provide inexpensive Bonneville Power Authority power,

But on page A-4 it saye Bonneville Power Authority does

not have a eirm commitment with sierra Pacific Power

Company and thus is not committed to supplying fixed

amounts Oe power.
(

Hydroelectric operations in the Pacific

Northwest are undergoing eederal syetems operation

review which could result in a reduction of aurrent

regional hydroelectric power.

I mean there 1s something wrong here. Ie

their dasire to tie into 330nnevillePower Authority is

the main thrust of their program, why is Bonneville

Power saying that we nay not hava power available to

Sierra Paoieic Power?

flyeeeling is that Sierra Pacific Power hae a

great deeire to be beaone a tran8nitter and a eeller of

power rather than a purahaeer and a eeller oe power, and

I think itflepurely eor economic reaeons. Thank you.

AU CAREAGh$ Thank you, Mr, Gutman.

We will go oee record.

(Off the record)

AH CARSAGAt We will be on record.
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for said improvement, I join the

members of our organization in

requesting that the planners seek

another route some dietance from the

Peavine cite.11

And I have a eecond letter from Michael

Tristam.

AU CARSAGAS Could you epell that, pleaee?

MS. ZEBRACK: The next letter ie from Michael

Tristan, T-r-i-a-t-a-n, and ehete preeident of the

Nevada All State Trail Ridere Aeeoaiation, and ehe said

basically the came thing that Bob Ramsey says, that

building this substation and all the linee, the high

power linee that are going to some in ae a reeult of it,

will interfere with people who are riding horeee, people

who are riding bikes, hikers. Anyone that wante to go

out in the Toiyabe National Forest if they are going

through Long Valley will have to look at this

monstrosity.
.

So I hope that we can do eomething to find

another cite beoauee Itte -- the Power is 9oin9 to

Nevada. It seem logical that the substation be put in

Nevada. Thank you.

AU CAREAGAt Thank you.

And thank you, ladlee and gentlemen.

A~ CAREAGA: The next speaker who hae aeked to bs

recognized iS Tim Beals, B-e-a-l-s, r0Pree0ntin9 Sierra

County.
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OF ~

MR, BEALS: Thank you very much. My name ie Tim

Beals. I~m a county planning director or director of

publia warks for the Caunty of Sierra, and I wculd like

to address the board tonight and affer a couple of

dacumente inta the retard if it ie appropriate.

First of all, I wauld like ta extend

appreciation for your aoming to Loyaltan and conducting

thie hearing. As you aan see by the partioipatian, I

think lt~s well received. And I aertainly appreciate

your response, and I think on behalf of the baard, that

appreaiatian was extended to each and every one of you.

I also extend appreciation to your steff far

the help that they have been in thie procees, whiah ie

eomewhat at timee diffioult for ue all.

Itm not a member of the board of Supervisors.

As I indicated, I am repreeentiingthem in the aapacity

of presenting twa documents to you, There are two

reealutions of the board.

The firet resolution will be labeled 95026,

and I can cut right to it by indicating that the

resolution indicatee that ths board is opposed to the

preesnt alignment of the transmiseicn line.

And’1#11 offer this document inta the record,

however you wish to do it. And you may wleh ta read it

aloud or -- 1 apalagize for not providing copiee for

each member of the board tonight.

The eecond resolution is Raealution 95081, and
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thie provides a number of findings which the county has

put forward. And there is a letter going to your staff

with the same document requesting the same information.

Speoifiaally, what the board is indicating is

that therete failure of the doaument to analyze

alternative routes and auffiaient juetifiaatian for the

preferred alternative that ie represented in the

document.

And the board is exprea6ing extreme aonaern on

the siting ariteria for the Bordertown subatatian and

objecte to the many inaonsistenaies or laak of unless

that is represented in tha EIR/EIS. And ae e reSUlt,

the board of supervieare is requesting a 30-day

extension opportunity to aomment to the PUC to enable

them to mors formally provide aommente ta you in a

fashion that would be helpful bath to you and aertainly

to the appliaant in this case.

We have eubmitted a memorandum of agreement

with the power aompany eeeking their assistance in

reimbursement for some of the caste whlah they have

offered. We have not received a form;l reeponse from

them at thie paint, and wetre getting dawn to the wire

and I~m -- and wetre in a pasition where we need the

time to adequately addre8s the doaument.

And ao I would offer this doaument, Resolution

95081, into the reaard as well.

In summary, I believe that it could be

1

(
~

adequately supparted that the board is very troubled
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about the inconsistencies that appear in the document,

the laak of tharoughnese that appeare to support some of

the conclusions that are rendered. And quite frankly,

and from my level, not at the board level, I~m very

troubled with what I peraoive as the laak of initiative

I

(

by the applicant to take an some of the iesues that have

been identified by the aounty. They have a lat of

influenae over the projeat. I think they cauld be very

helpful in the eolution.

So I would ask that this board consider the

request of the board for an extension, and thank you for

the opportunity to aammenk.

AU CAREAGA: Thank you, Mr. Beals.

Is there anyone elee who hae eigned up to

epeak or would liks to add to their remerks befare we go

off the reaord far the purpose af having a question and

anewer cession, after whiah, as I indiaated earlier,

will be further opportunity to add to your remarks on

the record if you eo desire?

MR. HERNAN1 I would like to spaak.

AN CAREAGAZ Mr. Herman, may I have yaur card,

please.

TOF~

HR. HEWAN: Firet of all, I would like to request

a 30-day extension on the comment periad. I think

that~s a goad idea.

And also, I1d like to say something about

something that I mentianed laet night in Sueanville, and
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that is the dependability of power Bupply from the

Colorado River ayetem.

I was listening to the news this morning, and

right now they are dumping water over the dama. It#~

water that 1s not going to go through a turbine. It?~

1

(
there for the flab. It~e there to BAVO thoee salmon,

and that power is going away. Thatts not addreeeed in

the doaument, that fact. Xtls skipped over.

And another thing I would like to eay ie I

have read come more about tho S and U alternatives that

are in the middle of Long Valley where the BLN hae

requeeked that the power line not cross through the Red

Rook saenia area. And in order tat quote, mitigate

thie, they are gaing to jump over Lang Valley Creek (

twiae and go faur milee north and jump over and g’afaur

miles north and jump baak aver again araeaing the

highway, railroad, Plumae Sierra line and aounty land

and Long Valley Creek all twiae. And I would say that~s

not mitigation. Itts making it way waree than it hae to

bo.

My last thing ie I would like to say I want

nore consideration of the Nevada alternative. The L.A.

Department of Waker and Powerta line is very straight.

ItIS been an established power corridor that Was given

1

(

to the power aampanies by the federal government a long

time ago. It aould be used for this line, and it’s

aursorily dismissed in this docunent, and I think it

should be seriously considered. Thank you.
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AM CAREAGA: Thank you, nr. Nerman.

Ie there anyone else who would like .tospeak

befare the question and answer period on the record?

. Or again, if you wish, you can wait until

after we have had the queatian and anewer period, and

then we will offer aomments for the retard again.

(No respanee)

AH CAREAGA: Nearing none, we will be off record.

(Off the record)

AL3 CAREAGA: We will be on the reaord.

For approximately the past -- ladies and

gentlemen, would you please some to order. Thank you.

For approximately the pact ten minutee, we

have been on an informal break, and for a half an hour

or so before that, 40 minutes, there were queetlona and

anawere informally, And sane of those queetions and

answers inaluded aamments that I wish to give people the

opportunity to plaae on the record.

Now of aourset again, you may make your

aomments in writing by sending them aare of the Aepen

Environmental Graup postmarked any time before May 3rd,

but I want you to understand, sort of like niranda

rights, anything that you do not eay tanlght an the

reaord or you do nat plaae in writing is not going to be

considered in the final environmental lmpaot statement

unlees somebody else brought it up.

Your camments are valuable. They help make

certain that the final impaat etatement is complete and
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forma an adequate baeis for the Bureau of Land

Management, the California Public Utilities CommiaBion

and other involved agenciee to make their deaieion in

the knowledgeable undaretanding of what the likely

effects are going to be.

so I encourage anyone who had made a comment

during the question and anewer period to come forward

now, state your name for the recordt and to summarize

your remarke.

Who would like to be recognized for that

purpoee?

(No responee)

AH CAREAGA! Well, hearing none, I hope that

you’ll consider eeriously putting thoee in writing and

aendlng them again to the Bureau of Land Management and

the California Public Utilities Commission.

Let me read for your information the notice

requirements and requests for you to make a written

comment.

Any person wiehlng to comment on the draft

EIR/S may do 00. comments should be mailed as soon as

possible but must be postmarked no later than May 3rd,

1995. Written comment on the draft EIR/S muet reference

CPUC Application.No.93-11-018 and BLM Application

No. CACA 31406. Commente should be addressed to July

Halligan, H-a-l-l-i-g-a-n, and Peter Humm, CPUC/BLM,

care of Aspan Environmental Group, 30423 Canwocd Street,

C-a-n-w-o-o-d, Agoura Hills, A-g-o-u-r-a, California
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91301.

If anyono needs help with that address later

on, come up and see one of us, and we will be glad to

provide it to you. ItIS aleo in the notice, in the

handout that’s titled ‘lProposedAlturas Transmieeion

Line Projeot,llIRPP hearing handout.

Before we aloee this evening, and we will be

around again afterwards for a bit to ah.at,I want to ask

if there ie anyone, whether or not you have epoken

before, who wishes to make a further comment for the

record, especially as a result of the question and

answer period?

AW CAREAGA: Yes, ma’am

NT OF US. ELDm

MS. ELDRED$ Itm Anne Eldred, Sierra County

Planning commission. I/d just like to, I guees, maybe

bring together a couple of thinge that were mentioned

during the queetlon and answer session concerning other

proposad interties, specifically the proposed tank line

and thinge like that that can affect thie same area if

there is a major transmission line and corridor and (

substation immediately to the eaet of where we are

sitting right now in Loyalton.

Xld.like tO knOw the oumUlatiVO EffOCt Of all

of this on this county, on planning in Reno, and the

cumulative effect of development everywhere where this

power ie either wheeled or ie switched in, becauee I

don~t believe thatts nentioned in this document. Y
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cumulative effect to me is a very imporkant

thing, and itts something that neede to be addreseed.
1
(

AM CARSAGA1 Thank you.

Would anyone elee aare to either make a

camment if you have haven~t done eo already or to add to

your previous camments?

Mr. Nerrnan

OF ~

~. NE~: I would like ta add one aomment, and

that ie, I would like very mush consideration of a

passible hoak-up aaroee the Sierra Valley to the Redding1(area. I understand some kind of corridor exists. Thank

you,

AM CAREAGA: Thank yau, Hr. Nerrnan.

Would there be any other aommente from any

ather person?

US. ELDRED: We neede eomo help up there.

AM CAREAGA1 We will be off reaord.

(off the reaord)

AM CAREAGAt We will be an retard.

Would anyane elee like to make a comment now?

(No reeponee)

AM CAREAGA8 There being no further aommente, this

publia hearing ie adjourned. Thank ,youall very mush.

(Whereupon,at the hour af 7150
p.m., this

matter having been continued to 6:00
p.m.,

April 20, 1995 at Reno, Nevada, the
Commiealon

then adjourned.)
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RENO, NEVADA, APRIL 20, 1995 - 6:00 P.M.

*****

ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE CAREAGA: We will be on

record.

Good evening, ladies and gentlemen. Uy name

is Richard Careaga. Itm an administrative law judge for

the California Publio Utilities Commission.

Thie is the time and plaoe noticed for a

publio hearing to receive oral commente on a draft

environmental impaot report and statement concerning the

proposal of Sierra Paoific Power company to construct a

high-voltage overhead transmission line from Alturas,

California, to Reno, Nevada.

The application number assigned by the

Commission to thie propoeal is A. 93-11-018.

commissioner Knight is the aesigned commissioner for the

California Publia Utilities Commission.

The United Statee Bureau of Land Management

has assigned Case No. CACA 31406 to the proposal.

The Bureau of Land Management, or BLM, ie

working with the California Publia Utilities Commieeian

to prepare this joint environmental impact etatement and

reperk far the purpoee of aeeessing the environmental

impacts of the propoeed Alkuras 345 kv line.

This publia participation hearing pravides

your opportunity to make oral aomments on thie draft

repart thatts been prepared by CPVC and BLM.

The Bureau of Land Management, in accordance
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with the National Environmental Policy Aot, will

consider and reepond ta all oral and written camments as

part af the preparation of a final environmental impaot

report and etatement. The BLM and other federal

agencies will use the final EIR/S as the basle for their

decieions to apprave or deny the application by Sierra

Paaifio Power Company for a tranemieeion line

right-of-way acroes federal lands.

The federal agenoy deoisions will be

coordinated with the CPUC deaision an the application

before the California Public Utilities Commission.

On my left is Mr. Peter Humm, representing the

Bureau af Land Management.

On my right is Dr. Gary Meunier, who

represents Aepen Environmental Group, which ae I

indicated was the environmental consultant retained by

the California Publio Utilities Commission and by the

Bureau of Land Management to prepare this report.

Now I suppose I should give you a word of

explanation why a California etate employee is

aanducting this meeting tonight.

Of course, the California Public Utilities

Commission does not have’any jurisdiction aver projects

to be a.onetruatedin the State of Nevada. However,

because a substantial portion; and indeed all but a

relatively small part af the conetructian in terme of

miles, is gaing to be conducted in California, the

California Public Utilitiee Commission is being asked to
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approve the ieauance of a Certificate of public

Convenience and Neceeaity for the conetruation of the

project in California+

Beoause the California Publio Utilities

commission is cooperating with the Bureau of Land

Management, who will be making their indopendenti

aseeeement of the projeot for the purpoee of the

right-of-way application, we have agreed that an

administrative law judge would be available to conduat

all the publio hearings so that people in Alturao at the

publia hearing we had Monday, and at Susanville on

Tueeday, and Loyalton last night, and Reno this evening

would all have the came opportunity to participate on an

equal basis.

I ehould also note that the California Publia

vtllities Commission, discharging its responsibility on

the California Environmental Quality Aat, is primarily,

if not exalueively, aonaerned with environmental effeato

of the projeat in California. And indeed, the

guideline under whiah the environmental impact

statement and reporte are prepared in California etate

that no consideration will be given to impaate ocourring

in other states except to the extent that they affeat

California.

so if you have concerne about environmental

impacts, these will be noted for the record, and BLM

will coneider those in reaahing its decision.

The California Publia Utilities commission,

.
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except to tho extent of couree that they affect mattere

in California, will reepact the sovereignty of the State

of Nevada and will not be attempting to aseess and

balance impaota that are occurring primarily in Nevada.

Thie hearing ie being reported

stenographically by a court reporter, and the transcript

in this hearing will form an offloial part of the record

that the commiseionere of the Public Utilities

Commlesion will coneider when certifying the final

environmental impaot report and statement that will be

prepared, And it will form the basis in part for the

final environmental impaat report and statement, and

commente made here tonight will be addreeeed in that

final report.

Therefore, it’s very important that the

transcript accurately record what you have to say here

tonight. And for that reeeon, 1/11 need your help.

First, 1/11 aek you to epeak slowly. If YOU

are epeeding, and we all tend to do that when we are a

little exalted, 1~11 give you a hand eignal to pleaee

slow down. If necessary, 1’11 interrupt you, and I will

also interrupt you to epell words for the reporter that

she may not be familiar with.

Secondt of course, I aek that you epeak one at

a time, If you need to talk to eomeone to exahange

views on the projeat, if wetre in formal eeeeion here,

pleaee go outeide and do that so that we can do as much

of thie without the neaeeeity of amplification as

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMISSION, STATE OF CALIFORNIA
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possible.

Third, I~m going to aek you to attempt to

limit your initial remarks to three to five minutes. I

know thak is a short time. After everyone who has

eigned up to speak haa spoken, we will cirale back round

and give everyone a ahance to add to their remarke. We

will stay as late as is reasonable.

And fourth, we will take regular breaks at

about ten minutes before the hour to give everyone a

chancs to etretch a bit, and aleo if the reporter needs

to change paper.

Next, I want to remind you that you dontt have

to speak here tonight to make your views known,

eepeoially if you feel shy about epeaking in publia.

YOU also have the opportunity to submit written

comnents. If you want to oomment on the environmental

report or etatement, you can do eo by mail. Get it

postmarked before Hay 3rd, 1995.

Tom Murphy in the corner there oan give you

ths address -- Tom, raiee your hand -- and those

comments will be considered equally with the oral

comente being made here tonight.

Now especially for thoee of you who are

aoncerned with California issues and the approval

process by the Public Utilitiee Commission, please be

aware that this public hearing is to gather information

about the environmental effects of the proposed

project. The most helpful contribution tonight is if
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you have any facts or issues that the environmental

impact report and statement may have overlooked or may

have inadequately addreesed.

If you have questions concerning the report

and the statements, data, analyses and conclusions, and

wish firet to aek queetions of the Aspen Environmental

Group representative here tonight, we will have a time

do to that, and we will go back on the record, and you

can make a etatement as a result.

There will be another hearing on the proposed

projeot, Next month on May 22, 1995, beginning at 9:00

a.m., I will conduct evidentiary hearings on the

propoeed project in Susanville at the City Hall council

Chambers on North Laesen Street at No. 62.

These hearings will continue until May 26th,

1995, unless eooner conplete.

The purpose of the hearings next month ie to

kake teetimony on the project by the project proponent,

Sierra Paoifio Power Company, and othere concerning

whether the project is in the publio intereet.

At the beginning of those hearinge, any membar

of the publia who wishee to may make a conciee

statement. That will not ba under oath, and it will not

be required to be filed in advance as written teskimony,

nor will the statements nade by the public at that time

be subject to croes-examination.

The California Public Utilities Commission may

consider thoee statements in reaching its decision, but
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it will not rely upon them as a basis for making

findings of fact or reaohing conclusions of law.

At those hearings, any member of the publia

who wishes to may also participate as an interested

party of equal status with the applioant and the other

interested parties who have appeared at the preheating

oonferenos. To do so, you would need to file on or

bafore May 4th a written motion with the Commission

skating the issues that you wish to address and

describing the extent of your planned participation.

YOU may also attend the hearing and make a

formal appearance. You may, but you are not required

to, ba represented by a lawyer.

If you appear as an interested party, you will

have the privilege of introducing sworn testimony in

writing on or prior to May 4, 1995. If you participate

either by filing a motion to participate or by making an

appearenae, yau will have the right to cross-examine

witneesee and present sworn rebuttal testimony.

You may also make written argument canaerning

the applicable law through formal briefe.

Yaur participation, if you doaide to bocoma an

interested party, will be governed by the Commissionta

Rules of Praatiae and Procedure. And the evldentiary

hearinge will be conduated in a formal, very courtlike

type of proceeding.

Follawing the completion of the final

environmental impaat report and statement, the
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Commieelon will determine if it meets the requirsmsnts

ae to form and eubetance of the California Environmental

Quality Aot.

The Commieslon will not deaide upon Sierra

Paalfio~s appliaatian until it has certified the final

environmental impaat report and etatement.

As a reeult of the content of the final

statement, the Commission may ba required ta reach

speoifia findings aonaerning eignifiaant environmental

impaote of the project prior to making any approval.

For California residents, the mast obvious

question about the proposed transmission line projeat

has baen why a project that is baing prapoeed primarily

to meet growing neede in the Reno-Sparke area is being

routed primarily through California rather than Nevada.

And indeed, the draft environmental impact report

oontains a discussion of alternatlvee that would foaus

on maeking those neede primarily through projecte to be

aonstructad through Nevada.

One of the questlane to consider in completing

the environmental impaat report is whether that

discussion of alternative is adequate in light of

environmental impaota to be oxpeated with ths proposed

transmission iine. Thoee impaats inalude several

impaots upon residential and recreational land uee, on

transportation corridors, upon eensitive historical

reeources and other aspeots of the environment.

In addition, the draft environmental report
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reachee the conclusion that other impacts on the

environment -- biological, air, hydrological reeources

-- will occur, but that euch impacts can be mikigated

or reduced to a level that is not significant.

Therefore, if you have any facts to show that

such impaots either cannot be reduced or even after

being mitigated would still be significant, now ie the

time to make your views on that known. .

The purpose of posing theee queetione is to

demonstrate some of the iesuaa that ehould be considered

to mako certain the final report on environmental

impacts will be as complete ae poseible so that the

decieion makere, the five commiesionera of the

California Public Utilitiee commission, the appropriate

managers at the Bureau of Land Management and the other

affected federal agenciee will be making decisions

within their ephere of responsibility with ae complete

an understanding of the environmental consequences as

possible.

If the final report continues to identify

significant effects on the environment that cannot be

substantially mitigated, the California Public Utilitiee

commission is required to find that there are epecific

overriding economic, le9al, technological or other

benefits of the project that outweigh the significant

effects on the environment before it can approve the

project.

Itm now going to be taking epeakers frcm the
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index cards that have been collected and numbered. If

you haven’t filled out one of those pink cards and you

wish to speak, please see Tom at the door, and we will

recognize you in turn.

If I mispronounce your name, I apologize in

advance. If I misspell your name, please correct the

spelling for the court reporter.

I~d like to ask that you come to the front of

the room to speak, You fray,if you wish, use the

microphone. I~d prefer to be acoustic, because I think

generally that allows everybody to participate more

fully and encourage everyone to pay good attention.

The firet speaker that hae aeked to be

recognized is Carole Bohn, B-o-h-n.

Are you here, Ms. Bohn?

T OFMS. BOHN

MS. BONN: My name ie Carole Bohn. I reside at

8390 Chippewa in Reno, Nevade. Itm also one of the

truetees for the Norizcn }1111sGeneral Improvement

District.

Au CAR~GAl We will.be off record for a moment.

(Off the record)

Ms. BOHN: My name is Carole Bohn. I reside at

6390 Chippewa in Reno. I am one of the trustees for

Horizon }iilleGeneral Improvement Dietrict.

It was juet brought to our attention a very

short time ago that this project was in the mill.

1

(
It iS ~

our feeling as not only a resident of Horizon Hills, but
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as one of the board members, that this project is going

to be inconsistent with land use6 of the residential

!
(

development.

It~s going to be total degradation of the

environment. our property values w1ll be dramatically

impaoted. The visual impact will be felt, and the faot

that I personally feel as a reeident, not a board

member, that we ehould have been notified as to this

project.

We all bought out there beoause of the beauty (

and the eerenity. Our ohildren ride their bikes. We

walk that area. We are all also in the proaess of

putting in a brand nsw waker tank, and we are very

aoncerned about the possible health impaat that that

line will bring, beeidee the faot that it’s totally ugly

and hellaoious.

It is my feeling that if Sierra Paoific thinks

this le a neceesary thing to da, let them put it in

their baakyard. Dontt put it in mine.

AW CAREAGA: Thank YOU.

We will be aff retard a moment.

(Off the retard)

AW CAREAGAt We will be on record.

While we ware off record, I aeked the

cooperation of the audience ta minimize applauee and

instead to indiaate approval of epeaker rernarkeby

raising of hand6. And we adjueted the miorophane.

The next epsaker wha asked to be recognized ie
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Hr. Peter Halzmeister, }f-o-l-z-m-e-i-e-t-e-r,

representing Truckee Dormer Public Utility District.

Gaod evening, sir.

OF MR. HO~ s

MR. HOLZMEISTER1 Good evening, ladies and

gentleman. My name is Pster Holzrneister. I?m genaral

manager af Truakee Dormer Publia Utility Dietrict.

Truakee Dormer is a small, coneumer-owned

eleotria and water company in Truckee, California. We

have been in businees since about 1927 eerving over,

right now, about 9000 meter= in the Truakee area.

We, since aur inaeption in ’27, have been an

all-requirements eleatria auetomer of Sierra Paaific.

And we are aleo members of the Northern California Power

Agenoy.

We jained NCPA in 1989 for the purpose af (

being able to purahaee eleatrio capacity and energy an

the open market from partiee wha produce electricity

ather than Sierra Pacifio.

Over the laet eeveral years, Truckee Dormer

hae had a very long-term, and at times very contentious,

relationship with Sierra Paoific over the issue of

tran6miesian access.

Sierra Paaifia has represented ta ue that

there is a reeervatian af 30 megawatts of capacity on

the Alturas line and that ante Alturas ie constructed,

Truokee Dormer would be offered network transmieeion

serviae by Sierra Paaifia. v
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MR. BRESLOW: I~m at the tall microphone, I gUees.

rtm here to represent the City of Sparks in

our offioial position, and that is that we support the

environmentally euperior route as recommended.

I~m not going to say environmentally eound,

because nobody wante that darn thing anywhere near them,

and it will disrupt people~e lives no matter where it

goos.

But if it went to the alternative through the

City of Sparka aorrldor, the conservative estimate 1s

that in the Satellite Hills and the Vintage Hills

subdivisions, conservatively we would have to destroy 64

homes and average betwsen 11 and 13 million dollare in

extra costs.

That doesn’t inalude the impacts on Spanish

Springs, whiah is an award-winning, maeker-plannad

community. The construction of the first of two golf

courses right next to this power line and very upsaale

community takes place July let.
(

Spanieh Springs will have 30,000 people in the

next 25 yeare in the Sparke aorridor. The county

population around that is another 30,000 people.

And in the alternative cite it will have -- it

will impact that entire planned community, but

immediately through existing homee we would have tot I

guess, have you all buy 64 homee and at an average of a

hundred and fifty to a hundred and sixty thousand

dollare. That doeenlt include any of the homes that are
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currently under construction.

This additional $10 million cost is not

something to look lightly at, because usually the power

company finalea way to paes that on to the users.

And Itfs my understanding frOm looking at the

documents that if the alternative route through Sparks

is ohosan, itwill be another at least $2o million in

construction coete. So that~s an additional $30 million

that Itm sure that would find its way into your bills.

As a representative of oity government, I

would like to say that the City of Sparks supports the

environmental -- recommended environmentally superior

route and have great sympathy for everybody, beoauee no

matter where you live, if thie thing is next to you, you

are not going to want to live there anymore.

And thank you for lstting me speak. I have to

go to a Planning Commission meeting. .

ALJ CAREAGA! Thank you, Mayor.

The next speaker who hae asked to be

recognized is Mr. Mara Nicolet?

MR. NICOLET1 Nicolet.

ALJ CAREAGA8 Thank you.

Thank you, ladies and

N-i-c- --

gentlemen.

.~

MR”.NICOLET: Itte Mara tiicolet, A slight ahange

there.

I/m the financial officer for Wade Development

Company. We are here on behalf of myself and my company
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to support this project. We are Supporting it bSCaUB8

we believe that the growth that is affecting the State

of Nevada has to be managed properly. .

While I cannot talk about the environmental

impact or the other technical matters, I aan eay that

reliable, reasonably priced energy is important to this
(

growkh, This growth will help the State of Nevada

prosper. lt#ll bring jobs, inOrease the tax base, all

of those kinds of benefits to the state. And thak~s all

I have. Thank you. A

ALJ CAREAGA: Thank you, Hr. Nicolet.

The next speaker is Alta, A-l-t-a -- is it

Thomson, T-h-o-m-s-o-n?

MS. THOMASON1 Thomaeon.

AH CAR~GA: Would you pleaee spell that when you

come to the microphone.

MS. THOMASON: T-h-o-m-a-s-o-n. .

ALJ CARMGA: Thank you.

OF MS. THOW

MS. THOWASON: I’m from Horizon Hills. x bought

the property up there fOr eerenity, so I can look at the

beautiful mountains, so that I would have the clarity of

mind where I could work in peace. With the power line ,

going up there, it would make our dogs, our animals (

completely disrupted with the high voltage and this

screeching that it does in the night and in the day. It

would completely tear up our animals~ behavior. We are

asking, pleaee, do not put it in our backyard.
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Also take a note that we have a fault up

there, and I believe that would disrupt our living

quarters aleo. I empathize with everybody, but I, too,1(do not want it in my backyard.

We also would be blocked, I believe, from our

lakes and from all the recreation that we enjoy up

there, and our children and everything. And, you know,

1

when you buy oaean-front property, you want the ocean to (

be there. The same as when you buy hill property for

the view, you want that view to maintain the came.

ALJ CAREAGAZ Thank you, ma~am.

Thank you ladiee and gentlemen.

Ruth H. Hart, H-a-r-t. Are you hear,

Ms. Hart?

T OF MS. IW

MS. HART: Ilm Ruth Hart, w-a-r-t. I also am from

Horizon Hills General Improvement District. I/m on the

Board of Direotors.

I guess I wish I was living in an

award-winning subdivision. We feel our view and our

serenity is award winning.

And I have 95 residentet and property ownera~

names from the dietriat that are either working a shift

or babysitting so the other partner can work. But we --

1 have been in Horizon Hills fOr 31 yeare, happily. I

do love my neighbors and the serenity, and we are

putting up a 350,000 gallon water tank. I’m not

nervous.
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The power lines, which will be 120 to 130 feet

hiqh, will be within 2,000 feet of the new tank and run

riqht behind our homes of a aubdlvieion of 142 homes.

We feel it is totally chaotlo for the

1aeethetia uee. And for the one view, we look at PeaVine .

1

2

3

4

5

10
$?

Mountain, and to see 130-foot towere with eix l-inch 6

linee 1200 feet apart ie qoinq to be totally devaetatinq

J

7

to all of us. e
-

~tte my ~nderstandinq that when they ohoee

alternate routee or they looked at routoe, they used

mape that wero from 1983 that didn~t chow a lot of

aurrent homoe that are there now. so I opoak on behalf

of the 95 namoe I have and the reaidenta that have

expreaead total oppoeltlon to thie project. .

AH CAREAGA: Thank you, Me. Hart.

ue?

MS,

AW

K-i-v-i.

Ms●

would you like to leave oopiee of those with

HART: Nere they are.

CAREAGA1 Thank you, ladies and qentlemen.

Next I/d like to recoqnize Mary Joe Kivi,

T OF MS. KXVX

KIVI: Mary Jo Kivi, K-i-v-i, 2430 8auk Courk. ‘

And youtro qetting bombarded with a lot of people.

When we bouqht our home about ten years aqo,

there were only 130 houees up there, so we haven’t qrown

a whole lot. But we do look at the mountain. Ae Ruth

said, we love to be able to look up there.
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4
Our kids take rides on their horees, and

that~s one of the reasone we bouqht up there, was

because it would all be BLM land behind US. We didn~t

have to worry about the kids getting injured by running

-- the horse running into a biq power pole or

eomething.

Like our kids are nOt biq kids. My ten Year
(
1

old ie with ue today. Though she doeenft ride a horse

up there, we are near ‘- we Want our SerenitY* We don~t

went the uqlinese, but my most -- the biqgest concern X

havo is for my health.

I am -- 1 havo qot a lot of chancee for cancer

becauee of family history, and I don’t want a power line

that aould poeeibly give me more aanaer chanaes. Thank

you.

ALJ CAREAGA: Thank you, Ma Kivi.

Thank you, ladies and qentlemen.

Mr. Charles Parrotto, P-a-r-r-o-t-t-o.

MR. PARROTTOa Parrotta.

AU CAREAGA! ParrOtto, Itm sorry.

OF MR.

MR. PARROTTO1 How you doinq tonight?

Firet of all, I don~t know yau. You dan~t

know me, ~etre all neighbors. And I think it was

pretty goddamned rude that the Mayor of Sparke qot out

of here, along with the other 8peaker, tellinq ue that

he daeen’t want it in his baokyard to ruin his affluent

neighborhood and hie golf courses~ but that I can have
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it in mine.

I#d also like to know why I wasn’t notified

this, bacauae I just heard of this last month through

neighbor8.

Is there any process for notification of

.
of

people on the line where this is going to be a thousand

feet from their home?

devaluation of the property and the view that I have andl~

1

2

3

0$y 4
.

5

6

7

Was there any impaok etudy done about the
I

8

7
-,

9

which I bought the property for to begin with? J

Thank you.

AM CAREAGAI Thank you, Mr. Parrotto.

Thank you, ladles and gentlemen.

Next I/d like to recognize -- ie it Nydia,

N-y-d-i-a, Orozco?

NT OF MS. OROZCQ

MS. OROZCOZ My name is Nydia Orozoo. I have been

a resident in Lemmon Valley eince 1992, and I understand

from looking at some of these project maps that this

line, transmieeion projeot, has been in process since

1994.

I wae not notified, and I think that if Sierra-

Paoifio Power Company oan send me a notice in my mail

warning me to not slesp with my electric blanket on, to

stand away from my microwave oven -- -

AM CAREAGA: We will be off record.

(Off the record)

AM CAREAGA: We will ba on rscord.
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Exouse me.

MS. OROZCO: 90 my question was if Sierra Pacific

Power company can send me a notice and warn me to etand

away from electric appliances and not have my blanket on

at night, how come they could not notify ms as a

resident of the North Valleys of this proceeding?

And sinca tonight was the firet time I heard

that Truckee, California, wants to have power routed to

them if this transmission goes through, this

transmission line goes through, itts supposed to

1

(
terminate at the baae of Peavine, where are the~e

distribution lines going to oome from?

And what is the route that these distribution

linee are going to take to reach Truckee?

And were those residente that would be

involved in this corridor notified and allowed to make 1(comment on the impact that line, distribution line,

would have on their communities?

And, you know, and if Sierra Pacific can tell

me to stand three feet away from my microwave and not

eleap with my electrio blanket on, how can they tell me

that a 345,000 kilovolt line is not going to impact a

1

(

resident, any kind of a line which is electrical, frcm

265 feet away, which is where they would be? The

nearest resident will be 265 feet. Thank you.

AW CAREAGAt Thank you.

Ladies and gentlemen, thank you very much. I

appreciate it.
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Next I(d like to recognize M~. Robnrt -- is it

Pyzel, P-y-z-e-1?

~. PYZEL: That was very good. My planning

commissioners and oity aounoil gensrally don#t get it

the first time.

OF MR. PYZU

MR, PYZELZ Once again, I1m Robert Pyzel,

representing the City of Sparks Planning Department.

We would llko again ko register our opposition

to the Nevada alternate route. We reaeived comment in

the 1994 draft that went around by then-dlreator Greg

Evangelatoa. We are reaffirming that again.

The Nevada alternate route prapaees to uee khe

existing aorridors, inaluding the built portione of the

city of Sparke.

Par your doaument, theee aarridore wauld need

to be widaned to accommodate the 345 kv line. A

aanservative eetlmate of exieting hauses that would be

within the widensd projeot ie 64 homes within the

Satellite Nina eubdiviaion and the nawly constructed

Vintage Wills eubdivlsion. (

That number of homes daea not addrees homee

that would be within the expanded area or any homes

within the Spanish Springs area, the properties to the

north; inaluding Mr. Irataabal, I-r-a-t-c-a-b-a-1, and

Cappurro, C-a-p-p-u-r-r-o,whiah would be along the

eassmentm.

The new line ie intended to provida continuous
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eervice to our region. If an incident occurs to the

exieting line currently running along the City of

Sparks, the document points out that the potential for

J

(

disruption of eervice in both linee would inarease.

That conaludee my report.

We have also eubmitted written aomments.

Thank you,

AM CAREAGA1 Thank you, Mr. Pyzel.

I/d next like to recognize Lori Burke,

B-u-r-k-e.

Me. Burke,

MS. BURXE! Could I sit, please?

AU CAREAGA1 Certainly.

We will be off reaard.

(Off the reaord)

AM CAREAGA1 We will be on reaord.

Bum
7

MS. BUWE$ I~m not cure exaatly where thle ehould

some in, but it is a aomment that I wish to make

regarding the laok of notice and the lack af public

information that wae provided regarding routing,

particularly in thie area, eince apparently both other ,

aounties or three other aountiea have had eomewhat more (
1

notiae.

As you know, I have felt all along that there

is little publla awareneee of the proposed projeat in

the Reno area. The primary reaeon ie that our one area

newepaper hae provided very little reporting on the
?
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4
the 20th. The reasoning behind this editorial deolaion

wae that people miqht be more likely to reaot if they

had only a short time to reaok in.

I spelled out that it took some timo to got up

to speed on a project of this complexity, and the

hearing he was referring to, being this hearinq, was

desiqned to take formal comment on a document that .

contained over a thousand pagee.

I aleo took issue with his obvious assumption

that only one artiale, one story, would be euffiaient to

explore iseuee that might be raieed prior to the

hearinq.

After some discussion, Mr. Anderson said he

would try to get come information in print the upaoming
(

week.

I realize that the CPUC sent out notices of

the projeat proposal and of the draft availability to

owners of nearby property, but property ownors are nok

the only ones to be affected. The residents of the

North Hills Apartment oomplex are aloser to thie power

line than any other qroup, and the minimum distancing

from the power line applied elsewhere is not propoeed

adjacent to this complex. f{owever,the owner, who lives

in Southern California, hae done nothinq to inform hie

tenante of this proposal. The same is true for the

reeidents of Skyview Mobile ffomePark.

llNearbyllalsO means different thinqe to

different people. I have been contaated by eeveral
1
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membere of -- neighborhood advisory council members who

have just heard about this project by word of mouth.

Members of the North Valleye Advisory Counail and the

Board of Horizon Hills both indicated that they were

unaware of the projeot, and certainly did have

neighborhood concerne about it.

The same is true for the Anderson Acres fiome

Owners Association and people who live on Sierra View

Road. When projeot routing and doaign wao initiated

three years ago, epme of these groupe miqht have been

notified about the projeat. However, board membership

hae chanqed since the initial contact, as have portions

of the reeident population. Changes have been made in

the projeat proposal ae well, both in routing and

detail, meaninq the impacts have chanqed ae well. These

boarde need time to review the data -- the updated

projeat.

Laet paragraph. Utility companies proposale

for these typos of projeots genereto more publia input

than hae been the caee with thie application.

I should eay that this is about the third

meeting I have attended, and generally epeaking, Waehoe

County has fewer people. This is a good ehowinq tonight

then any of the other araaa, and yet wo have come of tho

most substantial impaate.

I donlt think Washoe county and Reno residents

will be any lees concerned than citizene elsewhere about

how a projeat of this type and maqnitude mlqht affect
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them, providing that they have adequate notification and A

route deaription of that project and the time to addrea8

it.

Considering the silenae of kho loaal paper and

the limitations of the CPUC notification proceee, this

letter ia to point out and aamment on what we feel are

eignifiaant and critiaal limitations affecting the
(

validity of the publia review aomponsnt of this

projeat.

I feel that the explanation here, aambined

with what the CPUC will hear fram the people who, as I,

reepond tonight, will provide a baeie for extending the

period of publia review and for aeeuring that adequate

publio eduaation on the projeat ie effeated prior to the

end of that extended period. Thank you. .

AM CAREAGA: Thank you, Me. Burke.

I/d like to reaognize eomeone whoee name --

thank you, ladiee and gentlemen -- whoee name I cantt

make out, but whoee addreee is Post Offi.aeBOX 2a41.

Would you identify your8elf, pleaee?

MS. PIRKLE! My name ie Ruety Plrkle. My

handwriting ie atroaious, whiah ia why I gave up

handwriting analyeis. And thie room ie atrOCiOUB. Itte

a louey speaking room.

AH CAREAGA: I apologize.

Would you etate your name for the record.

MS. PIRKLE: My name ie Viola Plrkle.

AH CAREAGA: Is that Pirkle, P-i-r-k-l-e?
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MR. PIRKLE: Yee. My firet name is Viola. My

nickname is Ruety.

AN CAREAGAt Thank You. And if I could alSO

encourage you and future epeakers to bs slower in your

remarks eo the reporter can keep up with you.

Please go ahead

OF US. e-
-

MS. PIRKLE: I didn’t some here to speak tonight.

I same here to learn, but as I have seen, itts a

epeaking eeseion. As this projeot stands, I1m presently

oppoeed to it in its present capacity.

I live in Honey Lake Valley. Thatts in

northern Washoe County. Itm a Nevada reeident. I work

in Reno. I.drive one hour to an hour and a half eaah

way to get to my job, eaah way to ga home. I drive

thraugh Long Valley, which will be affected by this

projeot. My valley will ba affected by this project,

Honey Lake Valley.

(
1
1

From what I have seen in the maps, I wontt be

right next door to thaee towers, but they will be so

close to me as to disturb every lovely thing I have

experienced sinae I moved out there. I have been there

for five yeare. I dontt have any poles. I don’t have

7-Elevene. I dontt have boomboxee. I don~t have

anythin’gout there, but if I showed YOU picturee of my

hame, which is a houee, it’s not a teepee, it~e a

lovely, wonderful home in the middle of nothing. I look

to the eaet through ny windows, the weet, the north, the
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south, I see nothing. I eee nothing but mountain~ and

loveliness and one of the moat beautiful valleys anyone

ever see if they lovod northern Nevada, .as I gather some

of us do.

Well, now Itm going to look over to where,

excuse me, I -- every now and then I eee Herlong, I see

the army baee. Well, now Itm going to see not only the

. army baeo, I~m now going to see thoee great powor poles

-- I don~t know what I)m going to eee. Maybe Ztm

prejudiced. I don~t know what I/m doing here. Maybe

Itm fearful, but you hear this llZing, Zingingt Zin9/”

these noieee that these power lines are going to make,

and before all I ever heard were the hawke, the eagleo,

the aoyotes, the wind. I’m now going to hear this all

day, all night. I dontt know, Itm fearful of whatever

this is going to do to the tranquility, the beauty, the

lovolineee that I moved out there to have part of my

life.

I drive an hour to an hour and a half to get

to work, an hour to an hour and a half to get home. I

epend two to three houre a day five days a waek on the

road to get to my homo, to got to my job. And when I

get to my home, there is nothing but communing with God

and nature. I dontt know whet it~e.going to do. wet~~

find out.

I oppose it on aeethetic and spiritual

principle. I oppooe it through Long Valley on

aesthetia and spiritual prinalples. If those are
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I don~t know, again, because It hasntt been

presented. As I said, I came here tonight to see what

could be learned. I haventt gone through the preeent

statement thatts presented. I have merely looked

through it.

What benefit will that give to the ueers along

tho way? Doee thie mean that in five years Itm going to

have power beoauee your power pole~e out there? Does

that mean in five yeare my property value will be

inoreaeed?

Right now I have no power. I have a generator

which givee me electricity. I have eolar panels whioh

give me electricity. I have my own well. I’m fully

eelf-euffiaient. Will I want thie in years to come?

Why would I rather have electricity coming

from these monstrous, ugly, soundwracked power lines?

I dontt know. 1,11 Consider it further, but

ae of now, IJm oppoeed.

Have I got more time?

AM CAREAGAI If I could, I~d like to take a

five-minute recese and then we oan some baok. We aan

have other epeakers, and we will be glad to recognize

you when othek opeakere have had a chanae to talk,

MS. PIRKLE: Thank you.

AL3 CAREAGA: Thank YOU, ladies and gentlemen.

We will be off record and in recees now for

about f,iveminutes. So come back in about that time, we

.

( )L.1
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will get etarted agafn.

(Recees taken)

AH C~EAGAa We will be on the record.

Ladiee and gentlemen, I1m going to take the

next epeaker ouk of oraer because she hae a aonfliating

commitment and will not be able to etay to be taken in

turn, so I~a like to next recognize Ms. Christine

Gilbert, G-i-l-b-e-r-t.

Would you please same to the microphone, and

1~11 eay it again$ Pleaee try to epeak slawly and into

the mike.

TOF~

MS. GILBERTa l#m aleo fram }[Orizonwills, and I~d

like to say that I am opposed to them putting in the

power line and that I do find it hard to believe that we

werentt given better notice.

I lived in Las Vegas at one time. We have

property there, and I aon’t know if theee are the same

power lines, true, but they are aleo going thraugh with

a type of struoture in Lae Vegae. And we have reaeived

three noticee within, like, the laet year to give --

with datee and alea meetings that were going to be (
1
I

taking place with cancerns fram the residents that will

be olase to the power linee in Las Vegas that is going

to be qoing in.

so I guees I live in Rena, and they managed to

find me and be able to inform me of these changes

happening. I ao find it hard to believe that Reno can~t
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be quite as aware and well informed also. j(

And we were going to buy out in Spanish

springs befare we baught ouk in Norizon Wine, and we

also were gaing to buy for the view in Spaniah Springe,

ana until we found out they were going to put a

twa-story hause across the street. Then we decides to

cancel aur plane in Spanieh Springe ana look for a nicer

area with a niaer view.

So, once again, it looks like we might have

to. Hapefully not, beaause I am -- you know, this ie

the nineties, the big health canscioue -- everyone is

euppaaed to be health-aware in the nineties, and to put

these type of electrical polee in, I think, ie very

unhealth-consaiaus.

And I am very happy where I~m at right now.

And hopefully everybady etiake toqether, we will be able

to, you know, get our way ana get what we want einao we

are the once that pay the bille. Thank you.

AH CAREAGA: Thank you, Me. Gilbert.

Thank you, ladies ana gentlemen.

The next epeaker to be recognizes is Cari,

C-a-r-i, Lackett, L-o-c-k-e-t-t..

Me. Lackett.

MS. LOCKETT: My name ie Cari Loakett. I1m aleo

with Horizon Hills. llm a resident ana a member of the

Board af Truetees. 18m concerned on eeveral counte.

Number ane, I’m really disturbed at the lack

](
T
1:

of notification. That~s been reiterated several times.
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I don~t need to go into that further, but it does amaze

me that we only heard about this through happenstance

basically in the laet two nonthe, baeically the laet

meeting that you all held. And it seems really

unreasonable that eomething like this should come thin

far down the pike that we finally got notification

merely, juet like I say, by happenstance.

There hae not been enough in the newspaper or

enough individual notification of local boarde or

re8idente in the North Valleys.

Secondly, my biggeet ooncern ie the aesthetia

impact that itta going to have on the Peavine hille, on

the eaet flank of Peavine. It eeeme to me that there

haa got to be an alternative way to go, whether you put

it down the middle Of 395 or eomo Othor oxiekin9

corridor. You knew, why impact a prietine area even

further? It/e seems unneceeeary.

And I?m aleo concerned about the health

impacte, the fact that the tranemisaion line will go

approximately 1,000 feet from our new water tank or

eupply eource and juet the fact that itts going to be

out in an area that I really lcve. And I dontt want to

look out at those hille and see those transmission

linee. Thank ycu.

AW CAREAGA: Thank you, Ma. Lockett.

Next -- thank you, ladiee and gentlemen. Nexti

I~d like to recognize Hr. SteV9 Alaetuey,

A-l-a-e-t-u-e-y.
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~. ALASTUEY: Excuse me a second.

AH CAREAGA: We will be off record for a moment.

(Off the record)

AL3 CAREAGA: On the record.

MR. ALASTUEY: Itm a Citizen Alert board member.

Citizen Alert is a nonprofit organization dedicated to

environmental etudiee.

I live at 1077 Riverside Drive --

AH CAREAGAr Excuee met eir, can you speak into

the microphone eo the audience can hear.

Thank you.

MR. ALASTUEYl My name is Steve Alaetuey, I~m a

Citizen Alert board member. I live at 1077 Riverside

Drive, and I juet have a queetion,

Nave you dcne the Native American

consultation?

I understand there are 25 or 30 tribee who

should be consulted along the proposed power line

corridor. The consultation proceae involves taking

tribal members along the corridor.

1

(
For example, there ~

are membere of Indian tribes that are fairly obecure in

come of thoee studiee. Nowever, since they do exist and

they are out there, they ehould be considered during the

proaese.

AU CAREAGA: Thank you, Mr. Alastuey.

Ladies and gentlemen, thank you.

Itd like to next recognize Mies -- is it

initial M. Lee, L-e-e, Dazey, D-a-z-e-y, also of Citizen
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Alert?

T OF MS. D=

Ms. DA8EY: Right. Good eVenin9.

AM CAREAGA: Would you speak into the microphone,

please.

MS. DAZEY: Sure. Which one? Thie one is more my

height.

I,d j“et like to make a few preliminary

commente for Citizen Alert. My name is Mary Lee.Dazey,

and I~m the Northern Navada Direotor of Citizen Alert.
*

While there is definitely a need for

additional energy aouroee, Citizen Alert queetions

whether the propoeed project ia the eolution. To offset

baseload projeotione, we feel greater attention ehould

and could be given by Sierra Paoific to demand-side

progran6, euch ae waatherization, effiaient lighting,

low-emieeivity windowe and applianoe efficiency.

Only after demand-aide measuree are taken,

would we ae ratepayera be willing to have our dollare

to any new projecte that have potentially eerioue

go

environmental, health, cultural, aeethetio and land use

impacte.

Acoording to Sierra Paaific, the elated need

for the tranemi6eion project ie a forecasted growth

increaee for Waehoe County; but it is equally true that

much of the need for the project come6 from the mining

industry in central and eaetern Nevada with projected

baseload increa8ee of 14 parcent. ●

)

)
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While many ratepayers are concerned about

future burgeoning growth in Washoe county, we are being

forcad to pay for the infrastructure to eupport growth.

Waehoe County ie out of compliance with

federal air etandarde. The effeote of the recently

approved Pinion Pine coal burning project at Tracy have

yet to be determined. The cumulative effects upon the

air from all.of Sierra Paoific~e projecte muet be

evaluated to truly weigh “whetherthe air quality can

eupport them. Ci;lzene need to understand the

cumulative effeots on air quality of the construction of

both the Tuscarora Pipeline and the Alturae Tranemiesion

Projaat eimultaneouely and whioh share the same

corridor.

I think I miseed a word there. ; Cumulative

effects on air quality of the conetruotion of both the

Tuscarora Pipeline and Alturae Transmission Project

simultaneously and which ehare the came corridor.

Serioue attention neede to be given to

poBeible consequence of having a tranemieeion line in

the sama corridor ae a gae’pipeline in terme of

contamination. More information neede to be given eo

that citizene are made aware of how transmission Iinee

oan cauee corrosion on the gas pipeline and cause

leakages.

Do you want me to go elower?

AW CAREAGA: Yes, pleaee.

MS. DAZEY: I wondered if it wae slower or eofter
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or youlre doing Tai Chi or --
.

Okay. Another major area of aoncern le the

effeote of electromagnetic fields associated with major

transmission linee upon the health and well-being of

families living near transmission lines and substatlone

that perhape warrants the need for a more expensive

alternative of burying the lines.

And I think someone else earlier made a good

plea for people outeide of reeidente that may aleo

experience effeote of EHF.

In eight of the 14 etudies done on EMF, four

found increases of childhood canaers suah as leukemia in

ahildren living 131 feet fron transnieeion linee. In

Sierra Paaifia’s own literature, a handy little paaket

which I also brought -- 1 knew I wae going to need this

for something -- it cays that -- llVnderetandingEMF,llit

recommends to austomere to limit their exposure to EMF.

Your l{onor,how are property ownere and

wildlife going to limit expoeure when the lines ga

through the land near their homes? J

The 130 foot towere would be unwalcome to

ridgetops ae part of Washoe County~e open Spaae Plan,

and would seriouely impaat Rancha San Rafael/s viability

as a park. The lines would affeat the park’e ability to

get the additional 181 aares from the Forest Service

required to aontinue with the Evane Creek Prajeat, an

important projeat to proteot the park from floode.

Homes eharing the park’s boundary and the
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}(transmieeion llnes will be continually bathed in EMFe, .
1

eleatromagnetlc fielde.

Ae I said earlier, Citizen Aler~ eupports

demand-side projecte and renewable to meet increasing

baseload inoreaoe and as euah eupports a no-action

alternative at this time.

These are our commente. Thank you very much.

AU CAREAGA: Thank you, Me. Dazey.

Ladiee and gentlemen, thank you again for your

cooperation. I appreoiake your ehowing eupport for

epeakere in this way that does nat disrupt things.

The nexk speaker who has asked to be

reaagnized ie Gary A. Smyreet S-m-y-r-e-e.

I apologize if I miepronounaed your nane.

~

MR. SMYRES: You oan aall me anything. The name ie

Smyree, S-m-y-r-e-s. I live in Sparke, but Itm building

a home offof Noge Road, and I have one suggestion.

Thie has to do with the transmission line where it goee

from the west af San Rafael Park, which is now BLN land

but will probably be San Rafael Park on into the

eubetation.

As I read your map, thie is the only 345 kv

line aoming ihto town, so you are going to have to drop

I

the voltage down at the substation or somewhere. So ,

what I~d like to reaommend is since there is a little
(

valley on the west side of the ELM land there that you

put in your substation, drop your voltage down there,
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bury the line on into the present BtatiOn and tie in

with the eeme voltage. J

Also in the last two year8 I have been on the

hill working on my house, and I have nokiced that two of

the days during the balloon racee the balloons have

)

(
1

landed right in the area of the proposed transmission

line. So I would view this ae a potential hazard for

the balloon races.

Am CAREAGA: Thank you, sir.

Thank you, ladies and gentlemen.

Next to be recognized is Mr. Billy, initial

J,, Wingfield, W-i-n-g-f-i-e-l-d.

Hr. Wingfield.

OF MR.

~. WINGFIELD: I~m Bill Wingfield. I live in the

weetern part of town. And I’m opposed to the line for

health reaeons.

We just came from a community about eix months

ago in around Nouston, Texas. HL&P deuitiedthat they

were going to run a power line between an elementary

school, a high school and a middle echool. We told then

not to do it. They dacided that they were going to

anyway.
(
1
I

It was a caee of eminent domain fighting

eminent domain -- ~he echool district having eminent

domain, HL&P having eminent domain.

People all over the world were interoeted in

the caae. The caee -- the Klein Independent School
f
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District ‘-

AH CAREAGAX Would you spell that, please.

MR. WINGFIELD: K-l-e-i-n Independent School

Dietrict was represented by a firm in Nouston by the

name of Vincent and Elkins. The case went to court. We

won the case, not on the eminent domain iseue, but on

the electromagnetic generation that came out of that

power line.

We took a fluorescent bulb, stood under the

line -- it was a 345 kv line aleo -- and the bulb comee

on. The data that the case was won on came from

Russia.

Rueeia has done a lot of reeearch in the

electromagnetic area, and that information presented by

the dietrict law firm wae efficient to win the caee.

They aleo awarded ue $25 million. And by the

way, NL&P built the power line through just as they had

planned to do anyway no matter what our objection wae.

since they gave ue $25 million, they appealed thb caee

to the Fifth District circuit court in New Orleane.

The circuit court aleo agreed and awarded in

favor of Klein School DistriCt. Nowever, they chopped

off the 25 million that HLGP was going to have to pay.

The end reeult wae that HL&P buil~ their power

line around and away from the schoole and brought it

back in.

But the caee has proven that electromagnetic

probleme from theee lines do affect the schools. They

).5
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near them.

And eo I think that any time a lina like this

ie built, you should make cure that there are going to

be no people nearby.
.

And another reaeon, since L.A. and a lot of

other citiee run their power linee in the olty under

ground as they get in near town here, why cantt they go

underground with this thing rather than keeping it up

above ground? I realize ikte going to be more

expensive, but wetre talking about a lot of power coming

in. 345 kva ie a lot of juice, and itte going to have a

lot of effeot on people. Thank you. .

AH CAREAGA; Thank you, Mr. Wingfield.

Ladiee and gentlemen, again, thank you”very

much.

Next I/d l~ko to recognize Pam Muakenthaler,

M-u-a-k-e-n-t-h-a-l-e-r. And again, I apologize for

mispronounolng your name.

Me. Muckenthaler,

NT OF M9. MUCKE~

MS. MUCKENTHALER; You did a good job.

Again, Itm Pam Muckenthaler, and I live at

8030 Mohawk Lane, And for moat of you guye that live

out there where I live -- one etreet that aomee up on

the eubdlviaion. And for one thing, when this thing

goee through -- and Itje my understanding itge a done

deal. So maybe we are all wasting our time tonight, but
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I will eay that I(m dlegusted that thie whole thing ie

going to even come up.

And, you know, I have horees and I have cate

and doge, and thatte the one reaeon that I bought out

there, no I could have thosa thinge, becauee there are

other areao in Reno or Sparke where I cantt have what I

have. And when we moved out there in )91, about a month

later there wae a fire that ewept through the hille.

And meet of ue keep our places nice, and over the laet

few years that has etarted to grow up and even when it

didn’t grow, when the cage wae all burned down, it was

shill beautiful.

And I’m from Michigan originally, and when I

moved out to Nevada, it wae for the main reaeon of

having the beautiful mountalne to look at, the peaceful

areae to go around, And whether you are on a horse or

youtre walking or you are in your four-wheel-drive

vehiale, itte eickoning to think of what thie thing ie

go to do to our area.

1
And I just feel that they should have given us

a lot more notification about this,
(

I think they ehould ~

have let ue epeak up sooner and take a vote on whether

or not we want this thing or not.

Ittk bad enough when you do go out on the hill

and you some upon some junk that, you know, eomobody

that wae inconsiderate and left it there, but this is

I

(

not only going to look crummy, itls going to affect our

health.
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I dongt want to get cancer. I dontk want to

be exposed to this unBightly, moneter-looking thing, and

I think they should put it underground if they are going

to do it. And if they ere going to go through with it,

then move it way the hell out in the damn boondocks

where nobody oan see it. And I dontt oare how much

money it oosts. .

It eeems to me like money is a big objeot

instead of psoplefs hsalth and lives.

And like I’d like to eay one more thing. It

dieguets me.that we cantt applaud. If you are not

looking around real quiok, you can~k tell who is opposed

and who ie not.

And I’d like to thank you for letting ms

epeak. And again, I’m real sick of this thing going up

in our neighborhood.

AM CAREAGAt Thank you.

each of

speaker

Thank you, ladies and gentlemen.

If youtd like to leave your hand up longer so

you can be seen and eee, please do so.

Hr. George Nerrnan,N-e-r-m-a-n, is the next

who has asked to be recognized.

Hr. Nerrnan.

MENT OF ~

MR. NEWN: Thank YOU. Does this thing work here?

I too live in Norizon Nine, and we bought

there right at the edgs below PeaVine. Therets no

struoture except that wooden water tank between ue and

(
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tha top of Peavine. We bought it for looation. We

bought it becauee itjs beautiful there.

I too would like to add my voice to thoee who

1
(

are wondering why we dldntt get propar notification.

The issue of impact which has been raised

relates to alternative routee. That ie to say the

obvious, that wherever the line goee, it affects

eomebody. So the iesue ie comparative.

And my question then is what are the reaeons

why it is not propossd that the tranBmiseion line follo

the exieting line that rune from Gerlach through

Wadeworth and Fernley. I don’t think it rune right

through tihetown there, but I dontt know that.

And why muet it be run down Long Valley?

~tle going to croBe Long valley creek. ~tls

going to affeot the wetlands situation there.

Why ie it necessary that the line follow a

different route than the exieting line?

Thenk you.

AH CAREAGA: Thank you, Mr. Ilerman.

Again, ladies and gentlemen, thank you,

Mr. Ed Anderson, A-n-d-e-r-e-o-n.

MR. ANDERSON! Well, I too would like to voiae a

complaint that we

thie thing.

AU CAREAGA:

the nicrophons?

haven’t had very much notification on

Mr. Anderson, could you speak into

(
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MR. ANDERSON: Yes. I would like to make a

complaint again that we haventt received any

notification of the thing. I had to hear it from

neighbors to know that there was even a line going to

come.

And I would like to point out one of the

reaaone I bought property out there was the view I get

of the mountains, and I really dontt appreciate seeing

the line cornsas olose ao itfs proposed to do. As far

as I~m concerned, it(s a health risk to soma of the

people in my area, And I would like to speak out that

1(M against the thing.

AU CAREAGA: Thank you, Mr. Anderson.

And thank you again, ladies and gentlamen.

Mr. Bill Albright, A-l-b-r-i-g-h-t,

representing the San Rafael Park Advisory Board.

m.

ahairman

Au

MR.

Hr. Albright.

OF MR. ALBRIW

ALBRIGHT! Thank you. I’m Bill A

of the Rancho San Rafael --

CAREAGA; Please elow down.

ALBRIGNT: And I will elow down.

The combination of ecenia beauty

bright. I/m

, vieual

prominence and high profile publio event makee Ssn

Rafael Park property in the county a primary regional

park. I am a native, a neighbor to the park. I run the

dirt traile and roads of that park several times a

week. In fact, I run one trail that approximates thie
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4
propoeed route a couple of timee a week. And in fact

today at 9100 was there in the mountain snow, sort

refresh my msmory about what that country looke likes.

The propoeed route passes adjacent to the

property that was donated to the park by Bill and

Beverly Thornton about one and a half yeare ago. And it

pasees direotly.through pastures of Forest Service

property that is projeated to come into the park in the

next couple of years. Excuee me.

I read in the paper a couple of weeks ago that

the Waehoe county Parks Department has no objections to

this propoeed route and doesntt have an explanation for

their agreement to cite the propoeed line through San (
i

Rafael Park, but last week the Advieory Board did take

objection to this idea. ws passsd a motion disapproving

this route, and we requssted that the Parks Department

write lettere to kho County Commission and the Publia

8ervice Commiseione of both Nevada and California

disapproving thie route.

I think that since the impacts of that route

to the recent and future acquisitions by the park were

not well addressed by the report, I only think that the

consulting company didn~t do their homework on this and

find out where the exact boundaries of the park were and

where they were projected to be in the very near
-

future. Thank you.

AW CAREAGAt Thank you, Mr. Albright.

Ladies and gentlemen, thank YOU.
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Next I’d like to recognize Cynthia Mitchell,

M-i-t-c-h-e-l-1, representing Rancho San Rafael

Botanical Society.

OF Hs.

MS. MITCNELL: Thank you. I have prepared

comments.

My name ie Cynthia Mitchell, and I appreciate

the opportunity to appaar before you tonight and talk

about thie propoeed Alturae Projeat.

I wear two hate tonight. The first ie as a

consulting economiet epaoializing on a national level in

electric utility resource planning and implementation

iesuee. I have worked for about 20 yeare in thie area,

and I worked for about eight yeare ae the senior etaff

economiet for the Nevada Consumer Advocatee Office from

19el to 1989. specifically, I am well aware of the

history aesoaiated with Sierra’s effarte to site and

conetruct a majar tranemissian line eimilar to the

prapaaed Alturae Project.

The second hat that I wear tonight is that ae

president of the Ranaho San Rafael Batanical Society.

With an active membership base of over a hundred, we

serve ae the organization for the arboretum af service

and support that~s lacated within the arboretum in the

eoutheast portion of Rancho San Rafael Park. And as I

will discuss in more detail in aur comments, our satiety

is very cancerned about the recreational, vieual and

aeethetic impact of the propased Alturae line.

PUBLIC UTILITIES CONMISSION, STATE OF CALIFO~IA
SAN F~NCISCO, CALIFORNIA

FtiE~S,NoY*sr B95

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

449

I want ta address first the impacte on the

Reno-Sparks aammunity from the propased tranemiesion

line. And in preparing these cammenks, I have reviewed

partians of Sierra Pacific’s 1993 resaurce plan filed in

acaardance with the Nevada Public Service Commission and

then Aspen Caneultingts draft EIS.

The EIS represents that the proposed Alturas

line is neoeeeary for two reasons.

The firet reaeon is to service the increasad

demande far electricity in the Rena-Sparks area.

And the second reason is to meet lncreaaed

mining loads in the northern portian of central Nevada. .

It is beoause of the purported need of Reno-Sparke far

additional electricity that the company contende that it
(

ie necessary to route the proposed line directly into

narth Rena via the prapased Bardertawn substation with

the termination at the Narth Valley Road substation.

Now it’s very critiaal that you considar the

importance ta the company in using the purported

sparks-Reno need for additional electricity to eetablish

the baeie far the routing of the propased line and

lacatian of the new Bordertown subatatian. If, for

example, a more careful analyeie of Sierrate 1993

resource plan reveale that it ie the projected increase

in electrical mining laad that is the more significant

driver af the company~s need for the new line than the

growth in Reno-Sparks demographic and economic activity,

then the following reasonable and prudent queBtione must
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be asked and answered.

That first question iez Is the proposed route

the meet direct route avallablo to serve projected

Lncreasee in mining loade?

Anewert No.

Second, is there an alternative route that

would more dlreotly and eaonomiaally service the mining

loads and at tha eamo time allow for ina’reseedpower

flows to the Reno-Bparks communities?

The anewer to that, ehort anewer again, ie
.

yee.

Aleo consider what happena to the company~s

propoeed route, though, if it oan be ehown that the

underlying baeie for the epeoific routing of the

propoeed Alturas line is neither mining activity or

growth in the Reno-Sparke area, but rather, Sierra~a

interest in obtaining or opening up a major tranemieeion

log jam in the Great Baein.

And that wae teetified to by Mr. Tom Parker, a

gontloman that I have known for many yeare. 110/0vice

preeident of reeource planning at Sierra Pacific Power

company. And thie was before the Nevada Public Servioe

commleelon hearinge on the propoeed Alturae Projeat.

And that waB Docket NOB. 93-4001 and 92-5018.

Back to the point, Sierrate interest with the

Alturae Project and with projecte that have been before

the Nevada as well aa the California Commiesionts before

has been an opaning up of what they view ae a major
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tranemiasion log jam in the Great Basin. And by

establishing this major interconnectin the general area

whore they have focused on, it would allow the company

to pull together or to pull power together from other

utilitlee in the region.

And Itm specifically referring to the propose{

Bordertown substation with its siting and design

epeolfiaations. Though not explicitly addre~sed in EIS

you can see through khe citing and design configuration!

that the Bordertown eubetation ie designed and meant to

aaaommodate much moro khan this oxieting tranemiseion

line. We can put a second tranemlssion line of thie

eize or even greater in this area, and we can also go

forward with the second phase ehifter, which is

important to sierra es well. And with this in Place,

sierra Paoifia will successfully be positioned to becomf

a major mover and ehaker in the emerging speculative ant

highly lucrative

And as

name of tilegamo

quickly ehifting

regional transmieeion market.

you in California know eo well, the

in electric utility regulation ie

from who owns a power plant to who hae

tranemlssion and who hae the transmission accese. And

this hae been a game that hae been pureued in northern

Nevada by Sierra Pacific for some time.

Many years ago when I wae in the Nevada

Coneumer Advocatee Office, Sierra was trying to

oonstruok a very similar line to conneot to SMUD,

Sacramento Municipal Utility Dietrict. And the
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purported reason given, rationale given to the Nevada

Commission was that it was to do an economic energy

exchange between SMUD and Sierra in each utility~e off

seaeon. But it was real ‘- the driving force behind the

line wae the proposed Thousand Springe Project in

central Nevada at that time where Sierra wanted to move

into the export markets. And thotte again the major

driver behind this transmission line.

If it was mainly just to service the

Reno-Sparke area or to even eervice the mining loade in1(northern central Nevada, wbtd see not only a different

route, but we~d see power being broken down outside of

the Reno-Sparks area.

ALJ CAREAGA8 Ms. Mitchell, I wonder if I could aek

you to aomplete your remarke after wetve taken the other

speakers. We have time to do --

MS. MITCNELL: You know, I1m more than two-thirde

finiehed, and You wouldn’k want to give me a ahance to

catah my breath.

Can X at least finish Section G?

AH CAREAGA: Please finish and we will take ather

speakers.

MS. MITCNELL: Ifll just at this point in my

aomments leave you with this thought, that Itm not

against Sierra making a profit. What I am against ie

Sierra doing it under the conditions in which there

would be an inequitable distribution of the eaonomia and

environmental casts and benefits of the proposed Alturas
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Project.

While the Reno-Sparks residential and small

commercial customere are being asked to.abeorb a

disproportionate share of the environmental and economia

costs, mining cuetomera and the companyts shareholders

are targeted to receive a disproportionate ehare of the

environmental and ecanomia benefits.

And as I eit down, 1/11 leave with you this in

alosing, that again thie ie not the firet time that

Sierra has tried to establish a major interconnection in

transmission interchange into Northern California.

And it~s beaoming increasingly important to

not only Nevada utilitiee but California utilities --

all around the country to move into the transmission

game.

But itte important that we realize that the

termination point right into Reno-Sparks is critical to

the company eo that they can justify when they go before

the Nevada Public Service Cammlssion cost allocation

that will go to the customors that are unable to shift

outside of thoee aosts, the residente.

The small commercial -- you know, even if you

route this line directly to the mining auetomers, we

have to recognize that Paaific Corp is &ompeting to

eervice thase auetomere, and the mining loads with its

fluctuations tlsd primarily to the price of gold going

up and down could lead Sierra Pacific into whatts

.cammonlyreferred to in the industry as stranded

I
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ALJ C~EAGA$ Thank you, Ms. Mitchell. I will

recognize you again.

Ladies and gentlemen, thank you.

I/d like next to reaognize Mr. Ray Kivi,

K-i-v-i.

Mr. Kivi.

OF ~

MR. KIVI! My name is Ray Kivi. I live at 2430

Sawk Court.

AW CAREAGAZ Would you pleaee speak into the

microphone.

MR. KIVI: ThatJe in Worizon Ilille,ae well. But

my firet issue tonight is not as a land owner khatfe

having -- that we have heard about earlier. I/m

speaking ae a health oare provider. I~m a registered

nurse also, and I1m concerned about the EMFs.

Ae was so euaoinotly pointed out earlier on,

sierra Paolfia cent out a pamphlet raising aonaerna

about an electric blanket or a toaeter, and then they

are proposing a 345 kv power line running through

peoplets baok yards into Reno. We’ve heard much

information on EMFs tonight, and I didn(t get a chanae

to bring anything here because I waen’t -- we didn~k

have the time to prepare for this.

As far as the energy, ae it was noted earlier,

who is really benefiting from thie? The Caeinosl the

1

(

mining industry, the developer, a lot.

454 455
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Or how much effort has been put into

conservative efforts or alternate efforts for energy?

The nap that~s on display here, it looks like “

there is already an existing power route that goes from

Oregon all the way to Los Angeles that would require the

bypass into Reno-Sparks. And if I read the map

correctly, it already can handle 500 volts. I~m not up

on -- Itm not an engineer, so I dontt know the right

equivalent, but there is already a system in place to

handle one. Why do we need another one built that will

have a reduced capacity to what is already in exletence?-

As far as alternative energy sourcee, Nevada ‘

is one of the sunnieet states in tho nation. IIavethey

looked into more solar areae?

The geothermal capacity, as we have had a lot

of earthquakes in the last couple of years. Everyone is

well aware of the faults, and potential for geothermal

area.

And aleo a nore aggressive conservation

effort.

Juet getting into a little bit as a eelfieh ‘

home owner, we moved into Horizon iiillein ’81. The

main drawing power, ae you have already heard from the

people that have epoken, is that beautiful mountain

behind ue. The thought of 145 to 150 foot towers 1200

feet apart with one-inch cable buzzing batween them

doeenat have a whole lot of appeal to me, and I dontt

have the luxury of Mayor Breslow to say, well, you know,
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A
the buck stops where the money ie.

Referring to that mountain, it~a used by a lot

of us in the subdivision along with a lot of people in

the area. The Foreskry Department has re-marked a lot

of trails out there because of the inoreased uee.

And for those of you who arentt familiar with (

the Nevada desert, ik~s real subtle, YOU have ~0 9et

out there and experience to really appreciate the beauty

of it all. As I eaid, there are a lot of users on that

mountain, whether itta people walking, riding bicyolee

or horses there or just getting out with a vehlale to

enjoy the beauty.

Itm a little ooncerned about the procsss of

this whole thing. I eee the mamo on the door behind me

where thsre was an information meeting on the 17~h of

last month. l#m juet concerned why there WaSn~t more

notioe ae far ae what wae going on. I was under the

1

(

impression tonight that thie would be more of an

information meeting. Thatte why I apologize for this

kind of ragged format here. I just jotted down quiakly

on some notes.

In cloeing, appreaiato the time to be eble to

get up and ehare my opinion with othere. MY main

concern ie the health iesuee. The gentleman from Texas

pointed it out earlier, and that needs to bo addressed.

Also, once again, who is going to benefit by

this project. I think the -- once again referring to

Sierra Pacific who eende out the EMF pamphlets and then
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it wants to put a power line in. And in closing, just

thank you.

AH CAREAGA: Thank you, Mr. Kivi.

Thank you, ladies and gentlemen.

The last speaker who has signed up and aeked

to be recognized -- and if there ie anyone else who

would like to speak, please fill out one of these pink

cards, and we will be glad to recognize you.

The initial F, Kirk, K-i-r-k, Opencrantz,

0-p-e-n-c-r-a-n-t-z.

MRo OPENCRANTZ: Opencrantz.

AM CAREAGA: Representing Friends of Peavine.

T OF ~. OPEN~

MR. OPENCRANTZ! I didntt plan to epeak at this

meeting, but I feel that I ehould.

Friends oP Peavlne is an organization which

was instrumental in getting, in initiating the transfer

of 8500 acree of Peavine Mountain from private land to

the Forest Service. Thie was transferred to the Forest

Service, I believe, in November.

I put a lot of my own dollars into this, and I

didn~t realize at the time that Peavine Mountain had

been mostly private land. However, there’e S500 acres

of PeaVine that is now added to the land that tha Poreet

service had, so that it will be available to the people

in the Reno area ae a public land insteadof a private

land where access would be lost.

As a group, Friends of Peavine are very
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interested in maintaining the aesthetic qualities that

are available on Paavine Mountain and the acceee and use

for the future. Wa hops that Peavina Mountain will be

and remain a beautiful natural mountain, and we dontt

want to see it become a bunch of 40-acre junk yards.

so thie is why we are very active in arranging

and initiating tha process for transferring the land to

publia domain. We hope that the power oompany will use

appropriate mitigating cervices that will remove eyesore

problems euch as painting the towers, locating them

where they are not or least visible.

But ae a stockholder in Sierra Pacific and

Washington Water Power, who will be the eventual owner

of the power company, I feel it ie my opportunity to

comment on thio. And I certainly hope that the power

company will uee appropriate mitigating -- lette eee

what the -- oan~t think of the word I want to use --

when they do put in the power line.

I am eomawhat annoyed by the fact that there

wae not adequate announcement for thie, though, I did

have maps of the propoeed power line which Steve Seigle

sent to me. Thank you, gentlemen.

AW CAREAGAt Mr. Openorantz, thank you.

Thank you, Iadiee and gentlemen.

Ie the speaker from Noney Lake -- and I

apologize for not remembering your name. Is Ruety etill

here?

1111 recognize He. Mitchell to aontinUe her
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remarks.

Off the record.

(Off the record)

AK CAREAGA: Ladiee and gentlemen, come to order,

pleaee.

We have Me. Mitchell.

~

MS. MITCNELL! Thank you for giving me a eecond

Opportunity to epaak. 1~11 put on my second hat, which

I noted earlier was as the Preeident of Rancho San

Rafael Botanical Society. We are the eervice eupport

organization for the arboretum in the park.

And in reviewing Aspen~s draft environmental

impaat statement ae it relates to the park, tho moat

striking shortcoming in the impact etatement as it

relatee to Rancho San Rafael Park ie both the improper

and inadoquato characterization of the land uee impaate

aaeoaiated with the propoeed Alturas line. And consider

for a moment the following examplee.

When you look at the various maps that a’re

(
1

within the EIS, therete two mape, Map 32 and Map 33,

whiah break the proposed route down into ite eegmente.

And Segmente X and Y are the two eegmente of the route

where it would some in over Peavino Maunkain, ekirt the

park and then cannect in the North Valley eubatation.

Theee maps are dated 1982. We’re working with

very old, old data when we come ta this environmental

impaot etatement, eo old that, ae Mr. Albright, Chairman
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of the Rancho San Rafael Advisory Board mentioned

earlier in his oomments, that the environmental impaot

statement does not even properly recognize the park

boundaries. They have the park boundaries drawn without

1

(

the exieting lands that were donated to the park by

Beverly and Bill Thornton.

when thoee lands are included, you have thie

transmission line --

AM CAREAGA: Excuse me, could you spell thet

name?

MS. MITCI{ELL: Thornton, T-h-o-r-n-t-o-n.

Am CAREAGA: Thank you.

MS. MITCNELL: In addition, the land use

characterization associated with the EIS ae it relatea

to the park is improper in that Aepen failed to

recognize that tihereis a parcel of current Foroet

Service land that ie scheduled for transfer to Renaho

San Rafael Park, which when this ocours would make a

proposed route actually going across park lands. We

would no longer have a situation of juet having this

transmission line come right along the border of park (3

lands, but will actually have the transmission line

running through a major regional park.

The draft EIS land use characterizations are

also inadequate in that Aepen Consulting failed to

coneider the site-specific land uee characteristics

associated with urban development and park land

recreational uee.
T
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As proposed, the tranemiesion corridor would
A

run not cnly through open urban space and a regional

park that~s been designated by the county for a green

belt, but visual and recreational qualities that will

significantly be undermined by the proposed Alturas

Project. And there is also a further concern that we

need to be looking at here which the Aspen EIS does not

take into consideration, and that’s the adverse

precedent-setting nature of the proposed project on

urban and recreational land use. 6

And there are three factors that ehould be

considered that have not been considered.

Tho first ie the precedent this project would

set for the inclusion of additional smaller transmission

and distribution lines through the proposed 345 kv

corridor.

The eecond in the precedence that this project

would eet for all other parks.

And third is the precedents that this project

would set as to the tremendous preservation of open

spacee surrounding -- open urban epaces surrounding

parke.

You know, there was at one time a proposal to

bring this line down through the North Valley, and thus

it would be impacting Sparks. And we have on record a

letter -- 1 don’t have it.

1

(
i

X thought X had it here, but

itrs a ~etter, I think ~tts dated back in AugUst Of 1994

from the Sparks City Council to Aepen Consulting
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basically stating no, this cannot happen because you

will be impacting a proposed regional park. This is

coming out of the Sparka City Council.

They have the proposed regional park on the

books,

I

(
It~B not yet developed, but they were -- those

cleated officiale were alear enough to reaognize that

this is juet eomething that you dontt do. You dontt do

it today either.

I~d aleo aek that in your review of the draft

EIS that you epeaifiaally --J found the letter. It~*

an August 22, ’94 letter to Aepen Environmental GrOUp.

And in their eeatlon an observations as to the

environmental considerations of the alternate route,

they etate that there are a number of publia

recreational faailitiee within the aity in the form of

the 13 acre park and in the form of a regional park

faaility which would be advereely affeated by thie

additional corridor. (

And then in your roviow of the EIS, pleaee

look epeaifiaally at Seation A that allawe recreational,

education, religioue or ecientifia uees, and note that

at page C-8-8 under Segment X, which ie the speclfia

land section that we are talking about here in terms of

Ranoha San Rafael Park, and then again at page A-20 in

terms of Waehae Caunty’e comprehensive plan.

And then on -- again at page A-61, again in

regard to the Peavine peak alignment, there le no

mention of Rancha San Rafaal Park.
?
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And again, youth eee the same type of

inadequacies and void of any recognition there that

there ie a regional park through thie, that this

tranemieeion line would not only juet skirt, but

actually some throuqh, if you look at Part c-13 on the

vieual reeourcee. ,

ALJ CAREAGA: Thank you, He. Mitchell. I will give

you an opportunity to finish your remarke after the

question and answer period, but in fairneee to those who

have been waiting far that, I would like to get to that

now.

have

MS. MITCNELL: Okay, thank you,

ALJ CAREAGA: We will go off the record in order to

informal questions and answers,

(Off the reaord)

AL3 CAREAGA: We will be on the record.

We have been off the record for approximately

25 minutee in the informal question and answer period,

and I now wieh to reaognize Me. Mary Toleno,

T-a-l-e-n-o, who has asked to speak.

T OF MS. T-

MS. TOLENO! Wello. My name is Mary Toleno and I

live in the Narizon wills.

And I noted that no one has mentioned that we

live in an extremely high wind area, because there are

thermal aurrente there every night at 5!00 olaloak. So

I aan leave any jab in Reno standing up straight, but

when I get out of the car at home, I have to kind of
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hold on because ltjs very high wind there.

And early in the morning there also ltts very

high wind. And many times we have gusts up to 100 miles

an hour. All this hae bsen officially reported. And

I~d say we probably have a steady winds Of about 30

miles an hour many houre of the day.

And with that ringing through Sierra Paaifio

Powerts power line, which will act, I think, like a

harp, I think that’s eomething people should consider

when they think about putting something in somebody

elseta neighborhood that le ae big ae they are

propoeing. .

And eomeone mentioned % fault line, whloh

conoerns me as well. ](

Something elee that bothers me about this ie

that I feel that the people who live in our area put

their heart and eoul into their homes. And at this .

point 1P sierra Paclflo proceeds with this project, the

property valuee will ba eo damaged that

trapped there. No one will want to buy

cantt move away to maybe a neighborhood

executlyee might be able to afford. We

houeee once you do thle to us.

And eo, yob know, I have this

we will be

our houses. We

where some

cantt cell our

sense of feeling

kind of trappsd by the deoislone of everyone else.

And I would just like to meke one more

comment, and that le, that given the amount of bad

feeling that such a mammoth project generates, lsntt it

)
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reasonable to think that since we have gotten along all

this time with smaller portions of power, that if you

were to build power llnee that werentt so mammoth and

didn’t have euch a huge impact, you would have less

alienation of the cuetomers you proposo to serve?

And that brings up again this point of why

wouldnjt you use an exietlng line where you are not

alienating and causing pain and pitting neighbor againet

neighbor.

So thank you very much.

AM CAREAGAI Thank you, Ms. Toleno.

Thank you, ladles and gentlemen.

Is there anyone elee who hae not yet spoken

that wishes to be recognized?

If you could go to the table and fill out a

pink oard, I will recognize you. And I will also

reaognlze at this point anyone who has previously epoken

would wishes as a reeult of the question and ahswer

period to add to their remarks.

AU CAREAGA~ Me. Burke, would you please come to

the microphone.

OF Ms. RURU

MS. BURWE: I juet wanted to point out one --

AW CARBAGAt Would you please oome to the .

microphone.

MS. BmE: I just wanted to point out one

particular section of the line, that I would like to

1

(
T
II

have epeciflc -- cite-epecifla information, referred to
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in the EIS-EIR, and that ie Segnant X again, but the

segment that goes next to the north foothills. In this

segment there is an existing high-preeeure gas line.

Thero is an exieting 115 kv power line. There is an

exieting 60 kv power line. And the combination of thoee

three is referred to ae potentially problematic in terms

of EMF, et aetera, but there is nothing about that

epecific or any modeling about those specifia iseuee in (

the EIR/8. And I wauld like that information to be

provided, and I would like it to be provided by an

independent eource.

Would that require us to go through a

different proaess where we ask for that kind of thing?

sierra Paaifio baing the proponent and also

being the main pravidor of the information, ie there a

way we oan aek for that to bs separately manitared ‘

before it beaomee part of Aepenle record?

AU CAREAGA! Ms. Burke, I aan’t take questione

during this part of it beaauee the purpase is to receive

oral aommente on the environmental lmpaat report.

MS. BURKE\ Then 1~11 just ask that that be done.

AU CAREAGA: Thank you, He. Burke.

Is there any other speaker to be heard?

No one elee?

Now I forgot your name.

MR. SMYRES: Gary Smyros.

AM CAREAGA: Would you come to the microphone to

epeak?
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OF m. S=

MR. SMYRES: Ono brief comment. I/d like to

correct one statement.

I eaid the power line would be croseing BLM

land. It is Forest Service land.

1

And also, eince the people that are making the

deaieion are apparently from California, I’d like to

give you an idea as to how large San Rafael Park ie.

Slightly larger than Golden Gate Park. When It{e fully

developed, you’ll have the came featuree that you have (

in Golden Gate Park.

And eo I think that this is a very important

park to the area, and I hope there is no high power line

croeeing the center of thie. Thank you.

AH CAREAGA1 Thank you, Mr. Smyree.

Thank you, ladiee and gentlemen, for again

expressing your apinlone in an orderly fashion.

Other speakers who have spoken before who wish

to be recognized?

Ms. Orozca.

~

MS. OROZCO\ You have a good memory.

I was eitting baak lietening to all the

aommente about the neighborhood, particularly in

Horizon Hills. And one question acaurred do me, and I~d

like to make note of it.

I wae wondering if there was any impaat study

upon children waiting for achaol busee, while waiting
1

(
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effeot waiting 20 minutes underneath a transmieeion lineJ(would have upon their health. Thank you.

AH CAREAGA: Thank You,

Other epeakere who have eigned up and who wieh

to speak again?

My memory ie not that good. Did you wish to

speak again? No.

Yest matam.

MS. MUCKENTNALER$ I do.

AU CAREAGA: Would you pleaee come to the

microphone, and ie it Mice Muckenthaler?

OF MS. MUC~

MS, MUCKENTHALERI My name ie Pam Muckenthaler. I

too live in Horizon Hille, and I have a comment. I

think the lady here, Mary, eaid it real well. I feel

trapped already, and I already know of exieting

nelghbore -- one ie my beet friend, who is already

talking to realtore to eee if they can get out before

it’e too late.

And one cloeing comment. I feel like a little

muehroom. I feel that I have been fed a lot of BS from

the people from California/ and I think it’s reallY

inconsiderate that you did not take and coneider us

people who itte affecting meet.

AU CAREAGA: Thank You.

Thank you, ladies and gentlemen.

Are there other speakers who have epoken
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before who wieh to be recognized ae to their remarke?

He. Mitohell

OF Ms. MITCm

MS. MITCHELL: Thank you. My name ie Cynthia

Mitchell. I wanted to follow up on the comment by

Mr. Smyree about making cure that you understood the

si2e and importance of Rancho San Rafael Park and how,

when thie park ie fully developed and built out, it will

be the size and magnitude of Golden Gate.

And Sierra Pacific hae represented time and

again that they have worked etrenuouely with all the

groupe to mitigate the adveree environmental impacte

aeeoaiated with the propoeed Alturas Project. But to

date, nothing has been done to recognize, much leee try

and mitigate, the impacte to the park.

And when it comee to a major tranemisaion
c

corridor such as thie with structures that are going to

be in excese of 100 feet in height and in exceee of 7

feet in diamster at the baee, there is no way to

minimize the impact aesoclated with that transmikelon

line in a park except to take it out and to take it far,

far away.

On the scale, propoeed transmission lines and

parke are not compatible. Rancho San Rafael Park wae

properly here first. Both Sierra and Aspen Consulting

should be reprimanded and cent back to the drawing board

for failing to include the park’e consideration in their

EIS. When such proper consideration ie given, the only
T
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responsible and prudent couree ie to find an alternative

route.
J(

And to juet take one more minute, I would like

to emphasize again the point that I began with about the

impact on the communities of Reno-Sparke and emphaeize

that everyone neede to recognize thla projeat is more

than juek growth in Reno-sparke. Itts more than jUet

growth in mining load. Ikle a majOr interOonneOtiOn

into Californlata lucrative tranemleaion markets.

And the oitizene of Reno and Sparke, we are

going to get thie line. We don’t need it. We don’t (

need it in this magnitude. We don’t nOed it in this

aoet, and we do not need it with the proposed

environmental impacte.

But ae largely captive ouetomera tiothb

utility, we’re very important to Sierra in their ability

to compete with Pacifio Corp,for the lucrative mine load

that they ara trying to continue to hold and aleo with

Sierrate interest in developing a gateway into the

regional tranamieeion market. Thank you very mush. a

AU CAREAGA$ Thank you, Me. Mitahell.

Thank you again, ladies and gentlemen.

Are there other epeakere who have previously

epoken who wish to ba recognized?

Yee, matam. Would you please come to the

microphone and etate your name again for the record.

NT OF MS. TO1,ENQ

MS. TOLENO: MY name iS Mary Tolenot And as I
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imagine thie project being built, I wonder if people

realize how fragile these hills are above Horizon Hills

since there hae been a fire there. If you even walk

three times in the came pathway, it turns to duet. And

when you gst heavy equipment in there to put up those

(
:mammoth polss, what~e it going to do to tear up that

hillside and give us dust all day?

And with that wind blowing, it blows off of

the mountain and acroes down over Horizon Nine, I think

itts going to be quite a lot of trouble. 4

And also just our roads within Horizon Hills,

even our little two-lane asphalt roads, how are they

going to hold up under the stress of the kind of

1

(
:

equipment you guys are going to have to bring in to get

your job done? Thank you.

ALJ CAREAGA: Thank you, Me. Toleno.

Thank you again, ladies and gentlemen.

Ladies and gentlemen, I thank you very much

for your comments and cooperation thie evening. Ild

like to remind you again that you have the opportunity

to aomment in writing. If you wieh to do so, you should

file your aammente as eaan ae paesible, but postmark’

them no later than May 3rd, 1995.

Written comment on the draft EXR/S muet

referenoe PUC Application No. .93-11-010,and please see

me after tho meeting and I aan go aver thie with you

mare slowly. Also BLM Appliaatian No, CACA 31406.

comments ehould be addressed to Julie Halligan

I
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JulieHaliigan,CaliforniaPublicUtilities Commission June1, 1995
PeterHumm, U. S, Bureauof LandMrmagement
do AspenEnvironmentalGroup
30423 CanwoodStreet,Suite218
AgouraHills, California 91301

W, AlturasTransmissionLine Project

Dear Ms. HrdliganandMr. Hurssrm

We respcclfilly submitthesecommentsontheDrafi EnvironmentalImpact
Repo~nvironmcntal ImpactStatement~Draft ENS”) for the Aturas Transmission
Lino Project, We havealsoencloseda compilationoftechrdcalcommentspreparedby our
cnvironrsrcntalteam.

1. ProjectObjectivesandNeed(SectionA,6,2.1)

The sierra PacificPower Company~’SPPCo”)systemdemandandload
informationpresentedin Dra~ ERS provides a comparison between Sierra’s forecasted
loads and actual loads. We recommend that the Final ENS explahsthe reasonsfor the
variancebetweenforecastedandacturdloads, We offer for your considerationthe
followingsuggestedadditionto the text:

“Sierra’s1993 and 1994 systempeak loadsdid not reachforecastedlevelsin large
part dueto unusuallycoolweatherduringthe 1993 summerpeakandwarm
weatherduringbothof the winterpeaks, In addition,severalcustomerloadswere
lower thanforecasteddueto delaysin theirplannedload additions,Both of these
fflctorswill be minimized-- andthe variancesbetweenactualandforecastedloads
will bc reduced--as morenormaltemperaturesreturnandasplannedcustomer
loadadditionsarc implemented.”

We alsosuggestaddingto SectionA.6,2, 1a briefexplanationof sierra’s
wholesalewheelingcustomerloads,sincetheseloadsarenot otherwiseincludedin the
customerload forecast. Increaseddemandfor wholesalewheelingisan integralpart of
the needfor andtimingof the Akurasproject. More detailedinformationonthisissue
was providedto theCPUC hrSierra’sresponsetodatarequests(Item 14 in Responseof
October 17, 1994 andItem 15 in Responseof August15, 1994). The itiormation from
thesedatarequestsissummarizedbelowfor potentialinclusionin the text ofthc Final
EIWS:
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“Sierradso suppliestmnsndssionwheelingSCM.CCSto wholesaleutility customers
in northernNevada end utcm Cdiforrda. Thcsoutility customerspurchasesome
or all of their energyneedsfrom suppliersoutsidethe Controlarea,andaccess
thesesuppliestia Sierra’stransmissionintertics.Wholesaleutilitywheeling
requirementsarogrowingsignificantlyascanbe seenby the informationprovided
in the followingSummerandWinter WheelingDemandTable%”

Sutier WheelinRDemand I 1993 I1994 I !995 I 1996 I 1997 1
Mt.Wheeler 27.1 27,7 38 100 100
Hamey Electric 28.6 30.4 30 4s 4s
Wells RuralElectric* 37.8 34.4 69 72 7s
Tmckec DormerPublicDistrict -0. -o- 7 7 19
Total 93.s 92.5 144 224 239
Growth % S.7% (1,1%) 55.7% 5S.6% 6.7%

Winter PeakDemand I1993 .11994 I1995 11996 I1997 1,
Mt. Wheeler 24,S 21.1 64 82 82
HarrseyElectric -o- 10,1 10 . 2s 2s
Wells Rural Electric* 40.5 60.2 73 76 77
TmckeeDormerPrrbficDistrict -0. -o- 7 28 29
Total 65.0 91.4 154 211 213
Growth Yo 3.7% 40.6% 68.4% 37.0~0 .Yh
* Wells Rural Electric loadsare forecastedto exceedtheir 6S MW wheelingagreement
with Sierra, The additionalloadwill beservedby Sierragenerationuntil the ~turas
Project iscons!ructcd,

We alsohaveseveraltechnicalcorrectionsto the informationpresentedin this
sectionof theDrti ENS. Thesecorrectionshelpclari~ Sierra’surgentneedfor
additiomddeliverycapacityfrom the constmctionof the Akums projectto mwt erdsting
and forecastedcustomerloads, This informationwas suppliedin greaterdetailin Sierra’s
responsesto pastCPUC datarequests(Item 14hsResponseofOctober17,1994andItem
15 In Responseof August 15, 1994). We requestthatthisinformationbe presentedIn the
Final ENS:

wuml Em. Sierra’swheelingcommitmentto servoWells iscurrently65
MW, ratherthanthe 4S MW indicatedin the DraR ENS, The abovetableaJsoshows
that the acttrdWells loadwas 60 MW coincidentwhh Sierra’s 1994 winter peak. Sierra
hasagreedto incrcascthe Wells wheelingcommitmentto 80 MW afler the Alturasproject
is hr service,but the Wells load isanticipatedto exced the6S MW timitbeforethe 199S
summerpeak. The Wells load in excessof65 W w.11be sewed Rom Sierra’anative
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generationsourcesratherthanimportedfrom BPA sourcesuntil the AkurasIntertie isin
sedce.

~. The DP~amey wheelingagreementis cumcrrtly30 MW in the
summer,ratherthanthe23 MW indicatd in theDraR EIWS, Homey hasexpresseda
desireto increasethosummertrarrsferaandextendthe contractto a year roundwheeting
operation. Nso, pleasereferto thetableabovewhichillustratesthe 10MW, 1994w.rrter
wheelingserviceSierraprovidd for theHamey loads.

ee Do~r PubhcUI i~ DistricJ. The Truckee DormerPublioUlihty
District(TDPUD)hasrequestedwheelingserviwsfor their entireload, Sierrareachedsss
agreementwith TDPUD to provide7 MW of wheelingserviceuntil the Akurasprojwt
hasbeencompleted. TDPUD alsoexpressedconcernthat the Akurasprojectmaybe
delayc~ Sierrahasassuredthemthatwe woulddiligentlypursuetheDecember1996
completionandencrgizationdatefor thiscriticalproject.

M~u. The Drafi ENS accuratelydescribesthe conditionsto servetho
new 60 MW Mt. Wheelerloadwhichwill requireserviceprior to completionofthc
Akuras Intertie.

~ Water Powet. Sierra’splannedmergerwith WashingtonWater
Power will createoperationalsavingsasexplainedin greaterdatdl in our responseto a
pastCPUC datarequest~lem27krResponseofAugust15,1994),The mergersavings
describedin that Responsewill bodelayeduntil the Akurasprojecthasbeencompleted
andener~zed, Ttis isanadditiondfactorin completingthe Akuras projecton tho
projectedschedule.

~. Sierra’sexistingtransmissionsystemisnot adequateto meet
crsstomcrdemandfor firm transmissionwheelingservices.Interruptible serviw is
currentlyprovidedto 65 MW of Wells load. The plannedMt. Wheeler60 MW load
additionwill dso be subjectto serviceinterruptionswhen Sierra’stransmissioninterties
open. Hsrney alsoneedsincreasedwheelingservices,TDPUD hasdso requested
transmission,andhasbeenford to timit useof the tronsrrdssionintediesuntilthe Akuras
projecthasbeencompleted,Thisneedfor additionalimportcapacityisa primary
objectivewhich isdrivingtheplannedDecember1996 completionandenergimtiondate
for the Alturasproject. This needcurrentlyexists,andis anticipatedto becomemore
acutein bothwinter andsummerpeakloadperiods. Meeting the presentunmetneed,and
meetingforecastedneeds,requiresthat the Akurasprojectbe completedassoonas
possible,and not later thantheDecember1996 projectedenergizationdate.

W. ~lllgnn andMr.Humm
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2. ElectroMagneticFields(SectionC.8)

We arealsoveryconcernedabouttheunprecedented300-footseparationrequired
betweenstructuresandresidencesin Mitigation MeasuresL-8 andL-13. This is
inconsistentwith the CPUC’S establish EMP policies(seegenerally,01L91-01-012,
discussedon pageC.1O.4Oof theDrti ENSand specificallyCPUC decisionNo. 93-11-
013 discussedon pageC, IO-41 of the DraR ENS). There arcno otherapplicableland
userequirements(zoning,usopermitrestrictions,etc.) whichimposesucha setback
requirement.

There Isno scientificconsensusthathwkh risksarecausedby Em exposures,
andin fact, the scientificcommunityhasgenerallyagreedthatthereisno establishednexus
betweenEMP andanyadverseheakheffects. This typeofsctbackrequirement,if
adoptd, wouldbe a majorpolicydeviationfor theCPUC,BLM andotherland
managementagcncie$giventhetimoandresourcesexpendedby theCPUC andother
agencieshrexhaustivelyandcomprehensivelyexamhrhrgEMF issuesin otherproceedings,
k is simplyinappropriateto unilaterallyreversetheseEm policydecisionsin a pro]ect-
specificENSO

The approachtakenin theLandUsesectionof theDr~ ERS, if corrsislenIly
appliedto titure trarrsrrdssionsfinesitingdwisions,wouldrdsohaveextraordinarilyvast
andextremelycostlycons~uenccsfor ratepayersandutilitiesthroughoutCrdifornia(and
otherWesternStalesif thispolicyis alsobeingadoptedby theBL~. The approach
taken in theLandUse sectionisalsoinconsistentwith themorecomprehensiveand
mnsislentEMF andysiaandmkigationrecommendationpresentedin thoPublicHealth
andSafetysectionoftheDrM EWS (SectionC.10), In particular,that sectionof tho
Drafi E~S appropriatelyconclude%

SPPCOhasincorporatedsomeoftho mostcos!-effectivetechniques
currentlyavailablefor the reductionof EMF strengthsresulting
HorntheProposedProject. Thesemeasuresare consistentwith tho
CPUC No-Costiow-Cost EMP mitigationPoficy. No further
mitigationmeasuresare recommended(ClassIII). @raft ENS p.
C.10.43)

We stronglyrequestthat theI,and Use discussionsregardingEm be deleled,andthat
ttis issuecontinueto be comprehensivelyaddressedin thePublicHealth andSafety
section. Ifa discussionof EM remainsin the LandUse section,pleaseconsidermaking
the followingtext changesto ensureintemd consistencyandcompliancewith CPUC
standardsin theFinal EMS
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● PageC.8-29, V 4/text beginningon Line 5: Modify asfollows

. . . . nwr the residentialpropertyandin the dews from the
residentialusesfromthe projectfacilities:’

The refelenceto EMF hasbeendeletedsirswit was considereda Class~1
impactin Part C. 10PublicSafelyandHerdth(C,1043), Therefore,the
“characterof the entironnrent”will not changeasa resultof EMF.

“ PageC.8-30, V 3/SentmrccbcgirudngonLine 8:

~wgnnsenw%~ ted
f~iliv’ql-trimu—~

~**~ ‘AW~
wwrtrnen~~ ~lerli~ As
discussedin detrdlinPortC.10PublicSafetycardHeahh,the
applicanthasincorporatedsomeofthemostcost-effccdve
techrdquescurrentlyavailablefor thereductlcnof EMF atrcngths
resultingfrom theProposedProject. One ofthoae techrdqucswas
tting to routetheProposedProjectsoasnotto comewhhbr300
feet of existingdevelopment,Thesemeasureaaroconsistentwith
theCPUC NO.COSUOWCostEm MitigationPolicy.

● PageC,8-31, V l~ine 1:
entirety,

“ PageC,8-49,y 5fine1:
entirety.

MitigationMmsurc L8 shouldbe deletedin its

MitigationMeasureL-13 shouldbe deletedin ita

3. Arbitration Requirement for PerceivedProperty Value Diminution from
EMF and Ptivate Vlewshed Impacts (Section C,8)

Mitigation MeasureS-1 eatabtishesanunprecedentedarbitrationrequirementfor
propertyvaluediminutionclaimswhichwuld be madefor anypropetiyowner(whether
or notthe propertyiaon or adjacentto theMturas transndsslonline)who assetsa claim
for lostpropertyvaluesdueto EMF or privatevicwshedimpacts. There arc numerous
rcaaonswhy neitherSierraPacificnor anyotherregulatedutility canagreeto suchan
open-endeddisputeprocessfor whollyapcculativeeconomicclaims.

First, thiseconomiccompensationmeasurefor perceivedpropetiydiminution
chdmadoesnot“mitigate”anysignificantimpactto the physicalenvironment,Even
aasurrdrrg the worst case-- thata particularpropertyvaluationwas dimhdshdby the

5 6Ms.HalllganandMr. Humm
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project -- the fact is thatthisis a wholly economicimpactwhichianot appropriately
includedin anENS. Aanotedmostcl~rly in CEQA Guidelinesg 15131(ey

Economicor socialeffectsofa projectshallnot be treatedassignificant
etTcctsonthe environment.

This mitigationmeasureiaaccordinglyneitherappropriatenor requiredby CEQ& NEP&
oranyCPUC orBLM regulationorpolicy,oranylaw,regulationorpolicyofanyother
responsiblefcdcrct,a!atcor Iocd agency.

Second,themeasureaastructuredwould createa compensationentitlementfor
impactawhichthe Drti ENS haschady confirmedwould be leasthansignificant.
SectionC. 10, for example,cotirrns thatEMP isaClass1~ (lessthansignificant)impact.
Similarly,the significancecriteriausedin SectionC, 13cordhrrssthat ptivatevicwshcds
from individualownersarcnot potentiallysignificantaestheticimpacts, In short,thereis
no significantunderlyingcnvhormrentalimpactwhichmayin turn giveriseto a potential
propertydinsims!ionclaim, Whethersucha claimiavalid, andwhetheranyparty haaa
dght to compensationin the eventsucha claimia vatid,is a complexmatterof property,
contract,tort endrelatedIegd theoricaendentitlements,A mitigationmeasurewtich
imposesan arbitrationrequirementrrssumeathatthe underlyingclaimhaasomevalidity,
andthereis simplyno basisfor thisunderlyingassumption.

Third, theadministrativeburdensassdcostsassociatedwith thisopen-ended
arbitrationprocessarc enornroua,Myone unhappy,at maytime, with the cssesd or
transactionvahrationoftis or herpropertycanapparentlyactivatethearbitrationprowsa
merelyby makhrgan allegationofsomc nexusto the Mturas project, For exarrrp!e,at any
time an absenteepropertyownerseveralmilcaaway from the projectcanasserta potcntid
diminutionin valuedueto EMF or v$cwshedimpacts, There ia simplyno basiafor
impoahrgtldstypeofunprecedentcddisputeclaimsprocesson SierraPacificaspart ofthc
NEPWCEQA process.As with the EMF setbackmitigationdiscussedabove,this
mitigationrequirementwoulddso createandunprecedentednew requirementwhich
would imposean enormousandvery costlypolicychangeaffectingall utilitieswhicharc
subjectto CPUC andBLM]urisdictlots,Thereissimplynolega~,etidendaryorpolicy
basisfor unilaterallyImposingsucha changein a project-specificENS.

Fourth, thereisa very’establishedprocessby whichSierraPacificwill be
compensatingownersthroughROW easementagreements.Compensationfor thesetypes
of direct economicimpactsto ROW propertiesis Iikcwiseoutsidethe scopeof the ENS
proccsa,andia appropriatelynot addrcascdwith a separatemitigationrequirement.
Mitigation S-1 iaevenlessappropriatein thisDrti ENS in that it requirescompensation
mitigationfor speculative,o~site, Class111~rssigniflcant)impacts.

FiRh, theDra8 EIWS protideano factualanatysiaor evidencehssuppofiof the
underlyhrgassumptionin Mitigation S-1 thatpropertydimhsutiontill in fact occurduoto

Ftil EINS, Novmber 1995
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EMF or viaud impactissues.Smmnarizinga natiomdstudyof theseandrelatedproperty
vahrationissues,“The Effwts of OverhmdTransmissionLineson PropertyVrrhres- A
Review endAnalysisof theLiteralrrre- EdisonElectricInstitutesiting andEnvironmental
PlanningTask Force- July 1992V found:

The appraiseratudicssince1975 havecoveredmanydifferentplacesin the
United States,examiningprimarilyresidentialandagriculturalproperty.
About halfofthe studiesconcludedthattransmissionlineshadnot affected
propertyvahrcs.Pricedifferentialsfor residentialhomeswere gerrerrdly
foundto be quitesmrdl(on thoorderof 5 pcrccrrtor Iesa)while prico
differenlirdswereoccasionallymULh Irigher(sometimes20 percentor
above)for agricu!turrdproperty. . .

In smnrrrary,thereis simplynolegalor factualbasiafor Mtigation S-1, nor ia there
anybasiafor unilaterallyimposingsuchassopemendti andwstly new property
compensationrequirementon utilitiesin a project-specificENS. Ttia rrdtigation
requirementshouldbe deletedin it entirety.

4. Border Town Substation (SectionA.6,3,3)

We str~est thatadditionalinformationbe providedin theFhsrdENS to more
fully explaintheneedandsitingcriteriafor theBorderTown Substation,Sometext
referenwato ttis componentof the Aturas projectrdsor~uire clarificationor correction.

The Drafi EWS at onepointindicatesthatthe“locationof thephaseshiRerand
reactorsianot Hmitedto anyspecificlocationalongthetine:’ @rafi EWS P. A-24, ~ 1)
There areseverrdreasonsthisstatementISinacctrratqin fact, it iscrilicd thatthe reactora
be locatednearthe InErtie terminalsto performtheir intendedfirrction.

● Operationspersonnelmustrapidlyrespondto equipmentalarmsand
mrdfurrctionssincethephasestifler isa criticalcomponentof the Intedie. The
respondingpersonnelwill be basedin Renq therefore,their responsetimewill
be increasedif the phaseshiflerismovedaway from BorderTown andtowards
the Mturas terrsshrd.

. As notedin the DraR ENS [Page A-23, sectionA.6.3.2, andPageA-32,
sectionA.6.7.5 ], theLassenMuNciprdUtifity District @MUD) andPhrmas
SierraWA maytap theIntertieat a laterdate. If thephaseshifleris moved
beyondthepotentialtap sites,thenit mayneedto be movedto a new siteat
the time a tap ismade. The futurerelocationeffortwouldcauseaddhiomd

oti
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environmcrttdimpacts,andbe a costlyandurmecessa~economicburdento
imposeon ratepayers.

● The performanceof theIrrtertieisadverselyimpactedasthe pllascstifler ia
movednorth, This devicemnsumcsVARS. The sourcefor VARS isstronger
at thesoutherntemdnalthanthenorth, The Nturas Intertie’s transferrating
andSierra’asystemimportcapabilitywouldbe adverselyimpactedif the phase
shificrismovednorth.

● The specificlocationoftlle BorderTown reactorand phaseshiRcrwaa
selectedbasedon environmentalandeconomiccriteria. First, theproposed
sitewould rnhtirrdzethe potentialadverseenvironmentalimpactsassociatd
with the earthremovalnecessaryto locatethisequipmentat North Valley
Road. (See sdso,Dr~ EMS p, B-20, T 2: pageB-62, T 3) Second,the
proposedsitewouldresultin a savingsto the ratepayeraof between$3 and $9
milfionascomparedto the alternatelocationat North Valley Road,

We suggestthattheseissuesbe clarifiedin the FinalEWS. To correctlyreflect
the needfor theBorderTown Substation,we suggestthatthe followingtext be included
in the FmrdENS

“The physicrdlocationof the phaseshifierandreactorsis importantto the overall
performanceof the Irrtertie. Rmctors mustbe locatednearach of theIntertie
temrhrationpohrlsto properlycontrolsystemvoltages. As a criticrdmrrtrol
wmponent oftha Irstertie,the phaseshiRermustbe locatednear the operating
personnelwho will respondto equipmentmalfunctions.The Nturas [rrtertic’s
power trarsafercapabilityiadependenton the phaseshiRerlocation. The power
transfercapabilityendSierra’ssystemimportcapabilitywill be reducedifit is
movednorth. If the phaseshineria locatedtoo far north thenfiture system
corrncctionsfor LMUD arrflor PlumasSierraREA mayresultin the needto
relocatethephaseshiner.

There are two primaryreasonsthe BorderTown locationwas selectedby Sierra.
The first isentirorrmenld thislocationwasenvironrrrentdlysuperiorfor severaJ
r=sons, includingthe factthatthe dtemate potentialsiteat the North Valley Road
substationwould resultinsignificantadversevisualandconstructionimpac!sto
the Reno andSparkacormtrunhies.The secondiseconomicprotectionof
ratepayerxthe estimatedwst would be belween$3 and$9 millionlessthanif the
North Valley Road Substationwasusedfor the reactorsandphaseshiner. Border
Town alsohastheadvantageofprovidhrga convenient,costeffectivelocationfor
a substationto helpsupplygrowingdemandin theNorth Valleys area:’
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5. OmsiteCompensationMitigation Requirements for Uss Than Significant
Impacts (Section C.3)

Substantialandvery costlyo~sitecompensationrequirementshavebeenincluded
in MitigationMeasuresB-1, B-3,B4,B-5andB-21,The magnitudeof these
compensationrequirementsdoesnotappearto be appropfiatobasedon the significance
criteriaincludedin CEQA or otherappficablolawsor regulations,For example,CEQA
GuidelinesAppendixG providesthatprojectimpactswill normallybe considered
significantif theprojectwill:

● ~ affecta rareor endangeredspeciesof animalor plantor the
habitatof suchspecies

“ Interfere~ with themovementof anyresidentor migratoryfishor

wildtifespecies

● ~dimirrish habitatfor fish,wildlifoor plants

In severallocations,theDRAFT ENS appearato assumethat~ impactto such
resourcesis significant,thatonsitehabitatrestorationworkwillnotbeadquate,andthat
offsilemitigationmmpcnsationwouldborequired, We respeclfilly disagreewith tlds
arrdysis.Forexample,Impactstotenthsorone-hundredthsofrmacrearenoI
“substantial”or“sigrdficant”ifthousrmdsor millionsof acresofsirrrilarhabitatexistin the
region,andifthc spwiesofcorrcemthatare or mayoccurin suchareasare not rare,
threatenedor endangered,Accordingly,we believethat themitigationcompensation
requirementsimposedfor commonhabitattypessuchasjuniper woodlandandsagebmsh
scmbarenot warrantd or appropriate.

AnotherexmrrplcIs the mitigationrequiredin the areaof theproposedDevils
GardenSubstationsite. Thisisa designatedfuewoodtreecuttingarw yet rnkigationis
requiredfor tree removal,To theextentthattree removalin thisareacausesanytype of
impact,it ia limitedin scopeto reducingthe amountof wood wtich would othefise be
availablefor tree removalpurposes.Thisisan economicimpactwtich shouldnot warrant
environmentalmitigation.

6, GeotechrrlcnlMitigations (SectionC,6)

Severalmitigationmeasuresin thissection(G-2, G-3, G-4, G-5, G-6, G-7, G-14)
referencethe needfor moredetailedgeologicinvestigations.We takettis oppotimdtyto
requestclarificationon the scopeof suchan investigation,It is ourunderstandingthat a
preconstructiongeotechrdca~engineeringgeologicalmrrdysiswill be conductedto ensure
that the projectwill meetdl applicablefederd, Iocrd,Cdiforrda andNevadageologicend
engineeringstandards,Ttis moredetailedpre-constmctionanalysiswill addressall

Ms. HalliganandMr. Humm
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geologicandgeotechnicrdfactorsrelatedto designendconstructionof thisproject,
includinganyfirther informationwhichbecomesavailableto morepreciselydetineate
areasof activeandpotentiallyactivefaults,

We do not believethat thisprojectcouldresultin anyreal or perceivedincreasein
aeiamicrisk. We agreethat prudentdesignpractice,however,dictatesthat, where
practiwl, foundationsnotbe plad within a fault structurein order to avoidground
movement,di~cult soilantior bedrockandgroundwaterconditions,We are concemcd
that the Drafi ENS couldbe readto restrictthe locationof overheadtransmissionlines
withoutregardto the linestructures,We requestthat theFinrdENS clari~ that
transmissionfineswill necessarilycrossactivefaultzoney however,the largespanlength
andtower designwill tolerateseismicdeflectionsfar greaterthanthe mw.mum horizontal
or verticaloffsetsmrticipntcdfrom worst-casefaultmovements.

We alsorequestthatthe Find ENS notethat legislationregardingmrthquake
fault zones@FZ), origirrdlyestablishedasapccialstudyzones(SS2) by the 1972 Aquist-
Priolo Act, was designedprimarilyto protectoccupiedstNcturcsandis not necessarily
applicableto transmissionline projectsin remote,unpopulatedareas, Structuredand
foundationdesignof the transmissionline is controlledby wind andice loads,whichwill
be far in excessof evenworst-caseseismicloadingon the project.

Finally, wc recommendthat the seismicmitigationrequirements(G-2 throughG-6)
for future studyclari~ that the projectis requiredto complywith all applicable
rquirementa regardingseismicdety, endthat no adversehealthor safetyimpacts(in
populatedEFZ areas)will occurasa resultof the project, Futurestudiesare not
appropdateasrnhigatio~ andanyfi!ure studieswhichmayneedto be performedshould
be fititcd to vcri~ing that projectwill meetthesepcrfomrancecriteria. Consistentwith
tldsapproach,Mitigation MeasuresG-2, G-3, GA, G-5 andG-6 couldbe combinedto
readas follows:

Prior to construction,the applicasttshallconducta gcotcchnica~engineering
investigationto morespecificallyidenti~ fault tracesalongthe approvedROW so
that faultscanba avoidedduringtower sitings, Detailedgeologicinvestigation
maybe ncccssaryin certehr active and potentirdly active fault areas wherethe trace
is not su~clently definedby suticial geolo~c features. flthough transmission
lineswill necessarilycrossbothactiveandpotentiallyactivefault traces,the
flexibilityinherentin thetransmissionline systemwill readilytoleratehorizontal
arrtior verticaldisplacementsfar in excessofthc magnitudeanticipatedfrom
worst-casefaultNpture, The geotechnica~engineeringgeologicstudyshallbe
subtitted for reviewto the appropriateagencies.

Additionally,it is not standardor prudentpracticeto conductdetailedstability
investigationsat eachproposedstructuresiteor accessroad cdonga trarrsm.ssionline
digrmrent. The pre.constmctiongeotectica~engineeringinvestigationwillidenti@areas

I
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with significantpotcntidforslopeirtstabilhysothatthese-areascanbeavoided.R is
suggesledthatmitigationm~sure G-7 berevisedw follows

The gcotec~lca~cngincctinggeologicinvestigationwill identifi unusualslope
stabifitysituationsso thatconstructioncanboavoidedin theseareas, The
investigationshouldproviderecommendedstablecut andfill slopesfor permanent
andtemporaryroadsin a varietyof soilandbedrockconditions.The vastmajority
ofacccssroadswill be minimrddisturbancefeatures,designedfor constmction
accessandirdrcquentmaintenance.

We are alsoconccmd aboutthe feasibility,costandnecessityfor mitigation
measureG-14, rquirirrg fiture studiesforshrink-swellpotcntird,The rdignmenttill
requireover700 tower sitca. The preconstructiongcotcchnica~enginccdnggeologic
investigationwill providefoundationrecommendationsfor groupsoftransmisslon
structureswith similargcotechrdcrdconditions.Shrink-swellpotential,Ukeanyother
potcntid gcotechrdcalproblem,will be identifiedin the report andfoundationdesignwill
incorporateanyunusmdmitigationrquiremcnts, However, transmissionlinefoundation
will be deeperthanfour feet andareheavilyloaded;accordingly,thesestmcturcsare not
normallyaffectedby shrink-swellsoils,regardlessofthc ttickrrcssof theclaysoilprofile.
Given thisinformation,we suggestthatttis measurebe revisedto readasfollows

Tho projectgcotechnic~cngincctinggeologicInvestigationshsllidentifi
foundationdi~culties, includingthepresenceofexpansivcsoils,andinclude
designandconstructionrequirementsfor the mostcost-effectivefoundation
methodsrrccdcdfor areasofunusud soilor other geologicsituation.

Finally,we arevery concernedaboutthetimingandlogisticsofrequirkrgBLM
andCPUC approvaloftheprojectdesignasamitigationmeasure,The appropriateagency
review mechardsmisthe mitigationmonitoringplan,wtich ia designedto provideleadand
responsibleagencieswith erreffectivemethodofassurkrgthat the mitigationpefornraace
criteriaspecifiedin theEIWS are implemented.Implementingthisapproach,asrquircd
byCEQA andNEP~ couldbeachievedby combiningG-5 with G.6 with the following
revislonx

The projectgeotechrdcavengineefinggeologicinvestigationwill provideregional
seisnriecritetiaevaluationfor designof projectfacilities. To minimizepotential
dssrragefrom groundahakkrg,fiquefaclio~andslopemovementresultingfrom err
earthquake,theappticantshalldesigntransmissionfinestnrcturesusingproject
specificcriteriain accordarrwwith thelatestrevisionofCPUC GenerrdOrderNo.
95andtheNationrdElectticSafelyCode,ANSI-C2.Substationfacilhiesshall
meettheappropriatedesigncriteriacontakrdinthe mostcurrentUniforrrt
BuildingCodeWC) for the seismiczonein whichthey are located.

10lt3
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7, ImpacttoWtidllfe Conservation Aras (Section C.8)

We are wnwmd that projectimpactsin Wildlife ConservationASW havebeen
aubstarrti~yoverstated,andwe dao havequestionsregardingthe methodologyuti in
TableC.8-3.

For excrnple,Table C.8-3 providesdcgradqtionfa?torsfor existingconditionson
statewildtifeareas, We haveaevcrd concernsregardingthismethodology.First,the
assignmentoffactorsap~s tobearbkr~hrthatthereisnorurdysisorexplanationas
towhatmntnbutestothesefactors.We bcticvethatthemostcrhicdissuetobe
evahratcdisthehabitatvahrcoftheparcel.

1ssSierraPacific’sreviewofthcsaparcels,itwcsevidentthatnotrdlparcelshad
qud vahrefrom a habitator ti~e managementperspcctivc,A peruntage multipficr
(wherea parcelwith outstandingchcractedsticshada vahreof oneandthosowith lesser
charatiedstics,a vahreleasthanone) shouldbe inchrdti in the quatiorr.

Addhiorudly,eventhoughthe powerlinewouldbepresentin the ROW, significant
tidlife vrduesW continueto c~st brttis SSMcad wildfifewill stillbe ushrga majorityof
the 814.28 acresnotedosrquiring mmperssatlonin TableC.8-3. The wmpensation
quation shoulddao rcflwt ttis acsbatarrtid,post-constructiontildlife value.

We haverdsoImed that the Crdifotia Departmentof FishandGame (CDFG) is
in the processofa landexchangewith theBureauof LarrdManagementinvolvingthe
Doyle Wddlifc ConservationArw. Therefore,no mmpensationwould be pdd to the
CDFG for the presenceofttis proposedprojectshrcetheprojecttill ultimately,no longer
rdTecta WCA.

In conchrsio~pl- findencloseda setoftwhnicsdmnmrentsconsistingof
suwcsted arr@ions andrmmmended changesto thedocument, Your considerationof
our wncems, andinwrporation ofthesa charrgeabrtotheFinrdENS, areve~ important
to SierraPacific.The Akuras IntertioProjectStrdfis availableto provideany assislrurce
you or your consultantsmayrr~ in the productionof thefind document.h a matterof
efficiency,it isauggestd thata meetingbe heldto discussthe issuesraisedin thisletter
andto protide anyclarifimtionyou mayneedregardingthetechrdcdcomsrrents.Steven
Siegel,of my sttiis prepard to actup sucha meeting.

I
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The timely constructionandoperationof theAluras Intertie Projectiscrhicd to
e~eetivelymeetingour mstomeraSeMW rids. Shouldtherebe anyissuesof whichyou
areaware,or that would preventSiemaPacificfrom providingthisservice,PI* do not
hesitateto contactusinrrnediately.Thankyou for your time andconsiderationofthcso
wrnrnenta,

Sitrwrely,

P F~. JackL. Byrom
VIW President,Utility BusinessService9

attachment

I

a

I

TechnicalComments,CorrectionsandSuggestedChanges to the Altura9 Intertic
ProjectDraftEWS

Froiect Descrirrlion msdAltemnti e$v

pageB-4, Table B-2, SubSection Transmission Line Faclliti~, fourth bullet, third
dash: Single-polestructure are indicatd horn theBPA lhretotheAlurasSubstation.
Thi9isincorrectastheywillbetwo-poledoublecircuhalruclurcs,thedrawingshaving
beenpreviouslysupplied10Aspen,

oIt7
page B-17 paragraph 3, line 7. Plcasoinsem “Secondarystationservicewill be supplied
from a localdistributionline:’ 10tfia

-.

page B-29 paragrnph 1 lines 2 and 3 It iganticipatedthatthe substationwork till ]01$9
continueIhrotrghlateDecember1996, not Octoberasgtated.

page B-61 paragraph 2, line 1, SierraPacificdisagreegwith lhc statementthatno net
environmentaladvantageisexpectedfrom sitingtheproposedprojectadjacentto the
proposedTuscaroraNalural GasPipelineproject.Jointuseof access,quipment yards
and other&cililies isstillpogsibleandisbeingplanned.An additionrdbenefitof shared
environmentaldatawaaalsordizd.

~ioloeica I Resources

Page C,3-10, Table C,&2, The hinder for the column“TypicalRcprcscntativeWldlife
Species”is followedby a superscriptnumeral1, but thereis no correspondingfootnote.
Thi9 columncontaingnumerousspccicgwtich are neithettypicalor representative.In
particular,westernyellow-billedcuckooshouldbc droppedfrom thistableandfrom tho
entireDENS, This gpccicsis not foundin the projectvicinitfi it iscertainlynot typical
or representativeof theModoc Plateauor the BasinandRaagc.

o1$0

0111
ChangeVcspets sparrowto vespersparrow. 10 152

page C,*15paragraph 2, Ihres6 and 7 IfCEQA dots not considerCNPS fists3 and4
for protection,why havetheybeenincludedin the documentfor discussion?Please
removediscussionsregarding.CNPS list3 and4 species,or]usti& why, underCEQA
regulation,theyhavebeenincluded.

Page C,3-15, paragraph 4, line 1. The text refersto the “largenumberof specialstatua
apeclcs”in the Projectvicinity. Ttis statementis incorrectandtaintstheCEQ-PA
process,becauseit isprejudicirdto theProject. In fact, the Projectareacontdnsvery few
specialstatusspecies,comparedto moslanycomparable165.mile-longtransectacross
any otherpart of Califom.aandassociatedpartsof Nevada. As theDEIWS indicates,no
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PART G. COMME~S

federdly4istedspeciesandonlyoneCalifornia-listedthreatenedspecieswould be directly
impactedby the Project.

We recommendthatthe paragraphbe changedto notethatvery low numbersofspecird
statusspeciesarepresent,becauseof the relativelyundevelopednatureof the regionand
becausethe habitattypesare largelywidelydistributed.

Page C,3-16 to Ct3-23, Table C,3.3 The tabledots not correctlyreflectcurrent
CaliforniaNative PlantSocie~y(SkinnerandPavfik,February1994) listingsandshouldbe
corrected.

,,

The tableandthe text mnfoundthepubficreviewprocessby includinga substantial
numberof plantspecieswtich shouldnotbe includedbcoausetheir levelofrarhy or risk
doesnot warrantconsiderationassensitivespeclcs.Nearly halfofthe speciesdo not meet
CEQA or ~PA criteriafor inclusion.Thisitiation in thenumberof sensitivephmt
speciespotentiallyoccurringis misleadingandinmrrcctly suggestsa more
environmentallydetrimentalproposedProjectthanis the case.

The followingplantspccicsare in thetable,butarenot on anylistsof sensitivespeciesor
evenon watchfists, Nor doesthetext provideadquate justificationfor their inclusion.
Theseplantsshouldbe droppedfrom the tableandthe DENS:

Allstuagramiueum
Astragahtsagres(ls
AstragalusIentlgtnortwsvar.chartaceus
Atrlplexgardterl
Carexatherties
Cleomellahillmanil
Dawt~lugtalaeta
Erlogo!utmcollitmm
LatuantiurnJoeuicetlaceurnvar.macdongalii
Lupitutsru~clalis
Pettslemonueoterlcus
Potygouumpotygaloldes
PsoralidiumIauceolattsm
SptsaeratceagrosStdarl~olia
Stauteyaviridi~ora
~etypodium mileflontm
Tri(ele!agraud\~orassp.howellii
fitp[erocatyz crrsx-mallae

The tableandthe DEWS text includeplantspecieson theCNPS lists3 and4. According
to theDEWS, theseKSISare not of sensitivespeciesandneednot be consideredin the
DEWS. Nor doesCEQA orNEPA providejustificationfor inclusionof thesespecies.

The followingCNPS list3 and4 plantsshouldbc droppedfrom the tableand
considerationin theDEWS:

Auteuuariaflagellarls
Astragalusinversus
Catuissoniabaa!hii
C. tninor
C. tauacetvolia ssp.quadrtperforata
Cheuopadiurnsimplex
ColtomiaIracyi
Cor@a/is cmeaua ssp.caseana
C~tatllha scoparia
De@hluiutnstachydeutn
Dlmereslahowellii
Erigerouetegauluhts
Geutlnaajpuls
Hackeliacnslckll
IIlaruuabakeri
Juucns)lem/etuIy/us
Lotuatiurnravenil
Pens(emonciuerens
P. citticota
P. helerodo~tsvar. shaslettsls
Psltoca~)u4selallor
Scu(ellarluhalmegreulorum
Seueciohydrophitoides
S~rllttagracllis
fi~olium Iemtnonli

Among the correctionsthatneedto be madeare the following

Arnicasoria is List2
Astragahtsputs~eraevar.mdrsdor~lis List lB
Erlogonumtmtattsvar.tmtaus is nowErlogatuuutmtaus
Ives/a baiteyi is nowList 2
Mimutuspygrnaeusis now List lB
O~ctes uevadeuslsis now List IB

We recommendthatthistablebe deletedfromtheBiologicalResourcessectionof the
ERS arrda correctedtableremainin Ihc DiologicrdAssessmentin Volume 11.

Page C.3-25, paragraph 4, last line. Change“Canadian”gooseto Canadagoose.

Page C.3-26, Table C.>4. Thistablecontainsincorrectitiormation on theIegd statusof
species,~stingthemasmoreendangeredthanis the case,asfollows

.
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PART G. COMME~S

. Mountainquailisnota C2 speciesandshouldbe deletedfrom the list andfirther
considerationin theDENS

. The interiorraceof thewesternsnowyploverisnot a C2 species.

. Lors~billedcurlewisnot a C2 species.
, The weslemsubspeciesof theloggerheadshrikcis not a C2 species.
● Great Basinspadefoottoadisnot on theCSC list andshouldbe deletedfrom the

fistandfrom considerationin theDENS.
PronghomisnotaC2 speciesandshouldnotbctreatedasasensitivespeciesin
theDEN$ itisaharvestdspecies.

. AmericanbadgerisnotontheCSC fistandshouldbedeletedfromthelistand
tirther considerationin theDENS.

The tableprovidesincorrectinformationon thostatusofthc followingspecies.

. Willow flycatcherisa C2 species,
Westernburrow.ngowl isa C2 gpecicg.

. Spottedfrog isa Cl species.

The tableismisleadingin itspresentationoftho Ctiforsda species.CDFG protidcs
qualifiers on some of these speciesasto whenendwheretheyare consideredapecid
status. Thesequdlflershavenotbeersincludd In thetable, Theseondssionsguggestthat
the ardmdaareconsideredmorosensitivethanis thacase. The tableshouldinclude
qualifiersfor the followinggpecicx

Species Qualifier

AmericanWhite Pefican Nestingcolony
Double.crestd Cormorant Rookery
WestcmLea9tBittern Nesting
Swainson’sHawk Nesting
FermginousHawk Wintering
GoldcrsEagle Nestingandwintering
Bdd Ea~e Nestingandwintering
NorthernHarrier Nesting
PrairieFalcon Nesting
Gr~tcr SandhillCrarro Breedingandwhstcrirsg
Long-billedCurlew Breeding
BlackTern Nestingcolony
WesternYellow-billedCuckoo Nesting
BurrowingOwl Burrow sites
Great Gray Owl Nesting
LorsgearedOwl Nesting
Short-earedOwl Nesting
Willow Flycatcher Nesting

4

~al EMS, November 1995
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Bank Swallow Nestingcolony
Yellow Warbler Nesting

The new correctscientificnamefor theburrow.rrgowl isSpeoW/ocllttlcularlu.

Page C.3-36 paragraph3Ihse7-nestsdonotperch,birdsdo. The fact that the
Swahsson’sHawk9 were utilisirsgpower facihtiesto nestshouldba notedasa compatible
relationshipwith the proposedprojectandasa future potentirdbenefitfor raptors.

Page C,3-39, paragraph 3. We recommendthat westcmyellow-billedcuckoobc deleted
from the entireERS, becausethe bird isnot foundin the Projectarea.

Page C.3-47, last paragraph, While all “watersof the U.S.” arejurisdictionalunder
Section404, the Corpsdoesnot exerciseits regulatorypowersof “alladverseimpactsto
watersof the U,S.” Someimpactaareconsideredexemptor otherwisetoo minor to be
considerd, The text shouldbe modifiedto correctlydescribeSection404 processes,

PageC,3.48, firstparngraph, Acreageconditionsfor nationwidepcrmitgm) va~,
some10 acres,somemore, andsomeloss,The text shouldbe modifiedto correctly
describeNWF processes,ospecidlyNWPs 12,26, and33.

Page C.%49. The “DefinitionandUse of SigrrificanccCriteria”ignoresthe levelof
impact. Not all adverseimpactsare sigtificrmt, The entiresubsquentamdysisin the
B/ofo@calResourcessectionof theDEWS confuses“mayaffect”with “significant
effect,” For example,“removalor disturbanceofa specialstatusspeciesor its habitat”is
not necesstily significant;the e~ect hasto be~bsfatlt/a/ in orderfor it to be 9i@fiwt,
The determinationof substantialityneedsto be madefor eachindividualimpact.

We recommendthat SectionC.3.2.I. 1S/gtjficat/ce Cri(er/asimplystatethat CEQA
criteriafor determiningsignificancewereusedper the CEQA Gt//dc/I/~cs,becausethe
CEQA criteriaare stricterthanNEPA’s, That is,effectswhichwould be considered
significantunderNEPA would alsobe consideredsignificantunderCEQA, the converseig
not alwaysthe case. CEQA crhcriamanda!cthat an effccl mustbe dctcrmincdto be
substantialin orderfor it to be consideredsignificant.

Page C,3-50, paragraph 2, The five btdletcdexamplesof sigrdficantimpactsare too
vagueto meetCEQ~EPA standardsof significance,For example,“disturba gpeclat
specieshabitat”canbe sominorasto haveno significanteffect.

Page C,3-SO,last paragraph. As with the commentabove,“dislurbanccor habitat
removrdwithin a sagegrouseIek” isnot automaticallysignificantunderCEQWPA.
The disturbancehasto be substasrtird,For example,if someonewalked acrossthe Iek in
thenon-breedingseason,whenno birdswere present,thlgactivitywould be considereda
disturbanceof the habitat,butwould not likely qudi~ assignificantif no birdswere
Wetted endthe habitatremainedsubstantiallythe senseasit wasbeforethe disturbance.

s
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The analysishereandelsewherein theDENS confusessetrs//iv/~ withsigtt~catlce. A
resourcemaybesetrslfive,but theimpactonthe resourceis consideredslgr~l~ca~~fordyif
nibstatttlal.

Page C.3-52, TableC,3-8,Thistablepurportsto provide“significancecrhetia,”but does
not, No @idelines,thresholds,or measuresareprovidedthat wouldaid the arrdysiain
determiningaignificancc,Rather, thetablesimplylistspotentiallysensitiveresources.Arr
exampleofa significancecriterionwouldbe anadversecffwt on a muledeer herdsuch
that populationnumbersaromeasurablyreduced. Thus, lossof muledeerwinter range
habitatthat wouldhaveno populationeffectwouldbe consideredinsignificant;Iosaof
habitatwtich wouldfikclyresultin a populationdeclinewould be consideredsignificant.

Page C.3-52, paragraph 1. TheDEWS providesalistof10plantspecies“thatwillbe
avoided.”Whatdoes“avoided”mean?Havetheseplantabeendetectedin theProject
areaandhasthealignmentbeenmodifiedto avoidthem? The text shouldstatewhich
spccirdstatusplantsweredetectedin theProjectareaandwhichadditionalplantspecies
werenotdetectedhrtheProjectareabutarcjudgedtobepresentbasedonhabitat,
associatedplantspecies,andreviewofpsst records.

Page C.3-S3 Table C,3-9 How were theacreagesdctemrincdfor thistable? Were they
estimated?It isassumedthat acturdcdctrlationsofdisturbarsccfor reclamationend
compensationwill be derivedfromacturdmwsurcmcntsofdisturbarrcc.If thenumbcra
havebeenestimatedthe text shouldstatethattheywere.

page C.3-53 Table C.3-9 An additionalcolumnshouldbe addedto thistablewldch
providesthe significanceofthcse impactsbasedupona substantialloss.sierra Pacific
disagreesthat a substantialimpactto Big Sagcbmshor JurdpcrWoodlandswould occuror
shouldbe compensatedfor, asa resultof lossesgeneratedby the proposedproject.AS
such,thistableshouldnot beusedin itsentiretyto determinecompensationfigures.

page C.*55 footnote-A moreaccuratedescriptionofthc rnhigalionfor cranepadscut
into side-hillswouldbeto recontourandrcvcgetatcthe sitesinsteadof bactillling and
compacting.

Page C.3-56, parrrgraph3. The DEWS definesthedurationof impactsastcmpora~
(constructionperiod),short-tcrrrr(3-5 yews), Iorr&tcmr(s20 years),andpermanent(>20
years). Art explanationis neededfor assignmentof thesedurations.Thesedurationsdo
not clearlycorrespondto likely restorationandrecoveryperiodsandarc, thus,oflimi~ed
use.

In particular,a 20-year thresholdfor permanentimpactsremovesthenecessityof many
on-siterestorationefforts. The 20-year thresholdallowsthe Projectto, in effect,“buy”
mitigationwhh off-sitemeasuresratherthanrquiring mitigationwheretheimpactaoccur.
ItistheclearpoficyofCDFG andUSFWS thaton-sitemitigationispreferredoveroff-she
compensation.
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We suggestthat the followingdurationsare moreappropriateto thisproject,becausethey
relateto acturdrecoveryprocesses,And becausetheycorrespondto remvery durations,
theseprovidethe basisof a successfulrecoveryeffort andfor the assignmentof mitigation
requirements.

Impact

lmmcdiatc

Temporary

Short-term

Medium.temr

Longtcmr

Permanent

Recovery Period

Constructionperiod

One growing
season(> I year)

1-5 years

5-10 yeara

10-50years

>S0 yeara

Explanatiorr/Application

Effectsof impactwouldbe for the
periodof constructiononly, without
additionalrcsidud impacts(e.g., noise
from constructionmacttirre~).

Certainannualplants,particularly
grasses,canbe reestablishedthe
growingseasonaftergrounddisturbing
impacts.

Periodforsucccssftdrestorationfor
hcrbaccousvegetationandmostsmall
shrubs.

Periodfor successfulrestorationfor
mostlargeshrubsandsomesmrdltrees
suchaswillows.

Periodfor succcssfilrestorationfor
mosttreespecies.

Restorationin a reasonablerecovery
periodisnot anticipated.

We recommendthatthrrENS considerthe durationof thec~cctsof impactsin the
analysis.The follow.ngtext in theB/o/o@ca/Reso//rcessectionof theDENS doesnot.
The DENS simplyclassifiesimpactsasbeingeither“tempor~” or “pernrarrcnt”without
definition,explanation,or analysis.

page C.%57 paragraph 6 -Compensationfor impactsto theCDFG WCAS shouldbe
providedto CDFG onlyaslongastheyown an~or managethe Ierrd.Ifthcy sellor
exchangethe land,compensationmoneysshouldbe returnedfor renegotiationwith Sierra
Pacific.(Sierra Pacificisawarethat CDFG isplamdngto exchangelandwith the BLM for
theDoyleWCA ). A similarsituationexistsfor the compensationof impactsoccum.rrgon
landsmanagedby theBurau of LarrdManagementor theU.S. ForestSCMCC.Impacts
occurringon fcderrdlymanagcdlandsmusthavethe mitigationappliedbackto those
agencies,who managethe landsin the pubtictrust. It isunreasonableto assumeor
require,that the Stateof Cafifomiawould be compensatedfor impactathat occuron lands
thatare managedby federalagenciesfor the people ofthc United States.Mitigation of

7
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impactsthatoccurto wildlifehabitatlocatedon federallymanagedlandswill be developed
with thosefederalagencies.

pageC.3.68 TableC,%1OInthistableandthroughouttheBiologicalResourcessection,
theperiodofcompensstionIsdesigrratdat 50 yws. Why?Won.sitocompensationis
provided,thecompensationbeginsmuchsooner,Ifoffsite wmpensationisprotidd, tho
benefitis providedimmediately.Thereshouldbe no multiplierfor theperiodof
compensation.

Page C.%61, paragraph 3, The citationto Brown et al, 1993 in the lY1/dl~eSoc/e~
Bu//e/itJis incorrect. No sucharticloapp~rcd in tho 1993 issuesoftho lytldl~e Soc/e&
Bu//e//tJ, Prodde thocorrectcitation,hrchrdhrg pago numberg.

Page C.3.61, last paragraph, We recommend that this paragraph bo deleted, because

the claimsmadoin it oreunsubstantiatedanddo not relateto thoproject. The “scientific
literature”doesnot makedeterminationsof CEQ~PA significanceasassertedin this
paragraph. A bird collisionwith a powerlineis not necessarilysignificantjfit affectsass
endangeredspeciesor haga cumulativeeffect, The questionof significancejs oneof
degree. For example,a baldea~o maybrushagshtsta powerline,butnot boharmed. In
that case,thocollisionwould notbomnsidorcdrdgrdflcant,evenjfthc speciesjs
endangered.

There aromanysituationsin wtich “anymaminducedmortality”will not “havo
catastrophicimpactson populations”ofendangercdspwies. Even endangeredspecieg
mayboabloto sustainlow levelsofanthropogenlcimpactswithoutanypopulationeffects,
let alonecatastroptioones,aslongastheeffectsarowittin certahtcrdstingnaturrd
ambientratesofmortdity for thatpopulation,For example,an old andweakenedbald
eaglemaydiofrom a collisionwith a powerline,but if theindividualwas not
reproductivelyactive,thissourceofmortdity would haveno additionaleffecton
populationreproductiverates, The DEWS confises“mayaffect”with “maysignificantly
affect,”

Page C,3-63, paragraph 2, sentence2.The notionthat “anyimpacton sensitive
species...isconsjderd significant”is incorrect, Impactscostbe mhrorandthereforenot
sigtdficant.The crhicsdtestiswhethertheimpactcausesratesofmortdity greaterthan
ambientmortrdityratesandthenwhetherthesehavea subs!antid impacton population
numbers.

Page C,3-64, paragraph 1, sentence1, Thowhrerability of peregrinefalconsto
collisionswith powerlinesneedsto bosubstantiatedwith informationfrom the fiteraturo.
A relativelyIsrgoamountof researchhasbeenconductedonthisspecies’vulnerability
comparedto someotherraptorspecies.Mthoughperegrinefalconsare well know for
their gwifi flight, it doegnot necessarilyfollowthat thayare inattentiveandfrequently
collidewith powerlinos.

Jo151
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Page C.3-65, paragraph 3. Tho figurescited in the text do not provideartestimateof
gro~h envelopes,Thisinformationshouldbe providedifcitcd in thetext.

1

We recommendthatremovaloftreeg >4 inchesDBH (diameterat breagtheight)be the
crhcrionfor significancein JuniperWoodland,becausetheselargertreestake considerable
periodsof time to matureandprovidevaluablewildlifohabitat. Thissignificancethreshold
givesthe Projectanincentiveto avoidimpactingtrees, If anyimpactto JuniperWoodland
is consideredsignificant,thenthoProjecthasno incentiveto minimizoimpactsby avoiding
trees,

Page C,3-65, paragraph 4, We recommendthat removalof trees>4 inchesDBH
(dismetcrat br~st holght)be the criterion for sigsdficancoin Yellow Pino Forest, because
these larger trees take considerable periodsof time to maturoandprovidevahrablewildlife
habitat, This sigtificancothresholdgivesthoProjectanhrcentivctoavoidimpacthrgtrees.
IfanyimpacttoYellowPineForest isconsideredsignificant,thentheProject hasno
incentiveto mirrbrdzoimpactsby avoidingtrees.

Page C,3.6S, last pnragraph, No explanationiggivenfor consideringtemporaryimpacts
to hw SagebmshScruba significantimpact,,Thisjsanabundanthabitattype anddots
not supportsubstarrtidnumbersofspcoid statusspecies,In addition,muchofthig habitat
that would be ~ected by the Projectis shady degraded,We recommendthat temporary
impactsto thishabitatnot boconsideredsignificant,

o137
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Page C,3.66, paragraph3,line1,The text statesthat impacts“will boapproximately3
acres,” The conditionedtensefi,e,, “would”)shouldbe tsti hereandthroughoutthe
subsequentportsof theBlofo@calResourcessectionof theDENS. Tho conditiomd 101?;0
tensois appropriatein describingpotentislimpactsbecausethisis aproposed projectand
becausethe actualextentofjmpacts maybe differentthananticipated,

Page C,3-66, last paragraph. No explanationisgivenfor consideringtemporaryimpacts
to the Sagebmsl~tterbru9h Communitya significantimpact. This is the mostabundant
habitattypoin thoProjectvichrityandno specirdgtatusplantspeciesare associatedwith it.
In addition,mostof thishabitatthat wouldbe Mected by the Projectis alreadydegraded
by grazingandotherimpacts, We recommendthat temporaryimpactsto thishabitatnot
be consideredsignificant.

o121
Page C,&67, paragraph 2, No explanationisgivenfor consideringtemporaryimpactgto
Bjg SagebmshScruba sigrdficantimpact. Thiscommunityiswidespreadthroughoutthe
Project ticinity, it extendsthroughoutthe &eat Basin,no specirdstatusplantspeciesare
associatedwith it; it iscomposedofa highproportionofnon-nativeplantspecie$andit is 10Ifi2

already degraded by grazing and other impacts, We recommend thst temporruy impacts
to this habitat not boconsidered sigrdficant.

Page C,3-67, lastparagraph, No explanationisgivenfor consideringtemporaryImpacts
to ChenopodScruba glgnificsntimpact, This isan abundanthabitattwoanddoesnot ]0r*3

a
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suppoti special status plant speeics. We recommend that temporary impacts to this habitat
not be considcrd significant.

Page C.>68, TableC.3-10.Thistablefistssilverssgebmshscrubamongthe affec!ed
communities,dlhough silversagescrubisnotdiscussedin the DENS text, L!kew.se,
the tableaddsPsoru/idiumlanceo/a/umto the list ofspecird status spwies, but does not

considerttis plantin thetext, The tableshouldbe madeconsistentwith the text.

How were the variousacreagesusedin thetablederivedandcalculated?For example,the
tablorecordsa temporarylossof8.S2 acresof Loma/lumhe~ldersonll.Does thismm
thatthisplantspecieswasfoundthroughouttho8.S2acresor that thetotal coverageof
standsofhma(irnn l~eftderso~tlitemporarilyimpactedby theProjccl is8.52 acres?

Page C,3-69, paragraph2,We recommendthattheENS explichlyacknowledgethat
actuattitivationcompensationfor impactsbe basedon actualas-builtimpactsincurred.
Mthough thisis impficitin the document,makingit explicitprovideserrrtdditlonrd
incentiveto the Projectto rnitdrnizeImpacts.The Projectwould thenbe penalizedfor
exceedinganticipatedimpacts,butwouldrewardedin effectfor avoidingimpactsby
havingthe mitigationrequirementsredud.

The text records149 acresto permanentlossof plantcommunityhabitatandcitesTable
C.3-10. Ttis table,however,recordsa totrdof65,49 acres, Thesediscrepanciesneedto
be remrrciled.

Page c,3-70, paragraph 5. We recommenda thresholdof3-inch, ratherthan6.inch,
Nts asmore adequatefor protectingttia sensitivehabitat.

Page C.3-71, last sentence. The DENS concludes“nomitigationisproposedfor
hpacts to Cusick’sstickseed,”yet Table C,3-10 prescribes1,92 acresof compensation.
The tableshouldbe broughtinto conformancewith thetext by deletingthisspeciesandits
rnhigationrequirements.The DENS BiologicalAssessment(pageE.1-30) sdsofindsthat
the plantdoesnot qtrti$ asa CEQA species.

PrtgeC.3-72, paragraph 1.The DEWS classifiesimpactsto Sclllellwla holmgre)tlorrlm
asClassIL This isnot warranted. Scre(e/hrr/aholmgrerrlommis a Federd Category3C
species.Suchspeciesare, accordingto theUSFWS @ederalRegister,1l/15/94), “tarra
thathaveprovento be moreabundantor widespreadthanpreviouslybelievedarrtior those
thatare not subjectto anyidentifiablethreat:’ Further,the USFWS warns“a common
misinterpretationof Category3C is thata statusreviewindicatesthosespecieshave
specialsensitivityor vulnerabilityto extinctiorr~’In fact, the Catego~ 3C designation
indicatesthat the USFWS hasmmpleteda retiew of the plant’sstatuscndfoundthat
fistingisnot warranted. This isnot a plantfor whichscientificinformationis lackingor
for whichthe informationhasnotbeenreviewed. Rather, the scientificconclusionof the
USFWS is thatSti[eflarla holmgrerdorrrmisnotsensitive.Likewise,Ssrrfe/lar/a
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ho/mgre/tlorr/mwas on theC~S List lB ofcndsngeredplants. Upon firther review, the
CNPS (SkinnerendPavlik 1994) de.listedtheplantto tist 3, a “reviewfist.”

We recommendthat impactsto Sa(eflarla hohagre/J/orr/mbe considered a Class 111
impact, adverse but not significant. No specificmitigationiswarranted. In addition,the
DEWS rshady prescribesmitigationfor impactsto itsvolcanicvertisolhabitat.

Page C.3-72, paragraph 4, The previoustext providescommentaVon sixplantspecies,
concludingthatotiy four of theserequiremitigation. Yet Table C.3-lO listsnineplant
specieswith acreagesrequiringmitigation,includingthetwo droppedfrom consideration
in the text, The threeadditionalplantspeciesandtheirstatusarc:

Cantissolliaboothiissp.a~ssoides CNPS 4
Carnlssotdamltlor CNPS 4
Psora\idiJtm]allceo!atnnt no tisting

We recommend that these plants rdso be deletd from the table, because their status does

not warrant inclusion. Thesearewidespreadandmmmon spwiesasreflectedin beingon
CNPS fist4, a watchlist, or haveno tislingat dl, The Biolo~cd Assessment(pageE.l-
23) for the DENS alsofindsthatCanrissot//aboofhlissp. a~ssoldes doesnot qua~~ as

a CEQA species,

Page C.&7S, paragraph 3, nexttolastline,The text givesa total compensationfigure
of 43 acresandreferencesTableC.3-10, wtich providesa sumof 47.86 acres. The
previouspagein the DEWS givesacreagesfor individudplant @rrrmunitieswhosesum
is47.7 acres. Thesediscrepanciesneedto boreconciled.

Page C.3-76, paragraph 1, Of thefive plantspeciestistedhere,theDEIWS hadaheady
deletedLomanf/umraetJ1/ fromconsiderationon page,C.3-72andon pageE.1-33 of the
BiologicalAssessment.

Three of theotherspeciesareon CNPS list4 andthereforedo not warrant consideration
eitherawording to the criterionrdreadyestablishedin theDEWS whichelirnhratedList 4
speciesfrom wnsidcration. The fdth remainingplantspecies,Psora//dium Iat/ceofalum,is
not foundonanylistsandisnota sensitivespecies.We recommendthat all the entire

I “OT Impacts”columnfor specialstatusspecieson TableC.3-10 be deleted.

It would alsobe appropriatefor thetext to discussimpactsto the individualplantspecies
underImpact4. Sucha discussion(albeit incomplete)wasprovidedfor eachof the plant
speciesunderImpact2.

Page C.3-76, last line. The text givesa total compensationfigureof4 acresand
referencesTable C.3-10, whichprovidesa sumof4.93 acres. This discrepsstcyneedsto
be reconciled.
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PART G. COMME~S

page C,*78 table3-11 LengthandLocationof Ncw andUpgradedSpurAccessRoads,..
It shouldbe notd thatupdatedinformationregardingthistablehasbeensuppliedin an
earliercorrespondence.

Page C.%79, paragraph 3, last sentence. The DENS proposes“...anyroadsthat are
currentlyoperr,.,shallbe closedto protwt sensitivenaturalresources.”This isnot a valid
mitigationandshouldbe dropped,becausetheProjectisnot responsiblefor ex/s////g
corrdilions.

page C,3-81 paragraph 4 lines3 and 4. Etisting populationsofnodoua weedswere not
causedby the proposal projectandthustheproposedprojectshouldnot be responsible
for their identificationor eradication,It maybe possibloto substituteesdstingnosdoua
weederadicationfor othersuggcstdreclamationmeasures.

page C,3-82 paragraph 3. SierraPacificdisagreeswith theanticipatedamountof lost
Mule Deer habitatdueto acccsaroaduseandconstmction,Rarelywill a full 15 foot-wide
swathbe eliminatedasa resultof accessroaduseor construction,Repeateddrivingover
the sameroadcouldproduce2, tluee-footwide trackathatwill be compactedandvoid of
vegetation,Thisdiffersgreatlywith theassumptionof 15 feet,andevenmorewhen
compoundd by the multiplieraddedfor compensation,The calculationsshouldbe made
afier the disturbanceisgenerated(tier instruction) or for documentationsrdcc,6 rather
than 15 feet, shouldbeusedfor thetotal widthof disturbance.
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Page C,3-83. Table C,3-12 isdimcultto correlatewhh theimpactsusafysisin the text,
becausebnpactsto a givenspeciescanappearin morethanonesegment,We recorrrnrend
that hrdividmdtablesbe providedfor eachspeciesastheyarepresentedin the text (e#g.,
muledeer,prorrgho~ etc.) andthenpresentTable C.3-12.

Table C,3-12 orcscribcszonesof indircclimpactwhicharccxccssivcandunsubstantiated.
We recorrunc;dthe followingzonesof impa~t:

Resource

Pronghomkiddingareaa

Prorrghomwinterrange

Sandhillcranenest

Prairie falconeyrie

Sagegrouselek

Sagegrousebroodhabitat

Big-earedbat roost

DEWS Prescribed
~ne of Impact

0.5 mile

0.5 mile

0.5 mile

0.5 to 1.0 mile

0,5 to 2.0 miles

1.0 mile

1.0 tile

12
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LSA Recommended
fine of Impact

0.25 mile

0.25 mile

0.25 mile

0.5 mile

0.5 mile

0,25 mile

O.I mile

o157
I

Mule deermigrationarea 0.5 to 2.0 miles 0.1 mile

Mule deerwinter range 0.5 to 1.5 miles 0,1 mile

Burrowing owl nest 2.0 mile 0.1 mile

Lorr&caredowl 1.5 mile 0.1 mile

How were the distributionsof thevarioustildhfe speciesdetermined?Were these
determinationsbasedon directobservationsof the speciesin the field, potentirdsuitable
habitat,publishedrangemapa,etc.? Was qualityofhabhat takeninto consideration?That
is, were distinctionsmadebetweenoptimalhabitatanddegradedhabitat?

How were the acreagesof impactcdculatcd?Did the analysisdistinguishimpactsamong
thevariouaconslmctionactivhicasuchasblading,erectingstructures,andstringing?

Page C.3-85, paragraph 1. Mhigation shouldnot be requiredfor temporaryimpactsto
muledeer habitat,becausetheseimpactaarcnot significantfor the followingreasona:

. Impactswouldbe avoidedin manycasesbecauseofthc seasonaluseby deer in
their range. For example,iftho Projwt isbuilt in thesummer,therewould be no
temporaryimpactsto deerwinter range.

. Where constmctionacclivitiescoincidewith the seasonaluseby deer in a given
rangeare%impactsmaystillbe avoidedby temporalseparation.Construction
activity is limitedto the daytighthours,while a aubstarrtirdponion ofthc muledeer
activity is in thecrepuscularandnighthours.

. Where conshuctionactivitiescoincidewith the seasonalandtemporaluseby deer
in a givenrangearea, impaclswouldbe minorandbelowthe level ofsigrdficance.
This is becausothe constructionetTortissprwd over a linear~tiguration and
becauseof thedispersedbehaviorofrnrdedeer,wanderingover a considerable
homerange.

Page C.3-85, paragraph 1, last sentence, The crdculationsindicate23.9 n~resof
temporaryhabitatuse,yet Table C,3-12 accountafor ordy 16,7 acres(25.3 acrestotal,
rnhrua8.6 acreafor overlap), The correctmitigationamountia thus 15,0 acres,not 21.5
acres,

Page C,3-86, paragraph S, A moreappropriatemitigationfor tempora~ impactato
pronghomkiddinghabitatia to restrictconstructionactivitiesfrom tithhs a quarter-ndle
of occupiedhabitatduringthe kiddingseason.Likew.ae, impactsto winter rangewould
be avoidedby modificationof the constructionschedule.Therefore,no mitigationis
requiredfor temporaryimpacts.

13
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Page C.&87, last sentence.This sentenceposits4.26 acresof temporarydisturbanceto
pronghomhabitat;TableC.3-12 positsa total of6.36 acres. This inconsistencyshouldbo
reconciled.

Page C.&87. Tho text records0.0059 acreof permanentlossof sagegrousehabitatfrom
structuresand 7 acresfromemergencyaccesaroutes,for a total of7.0059 acreq the total
of permanentlossin Table C.3-12 is .0011 acres, This inconsistencyshouldbereconciled.

Page C,3-67, paragraph 3, line 1. FlaggingIek locationsia inadvisableduringthe sage
grousebreedingseason,becausethe flagsmayaltractunauthorizedpeople. FlaggingIek
locationsin other s~sonsisuMwssary, becauseno resourceis thereto be protwted.
We recommendthattheProjectflageras whereconstructionactivitiesare allowedand
assumethat all otherareasareoff.lirnhs.

Page C,&88, paragraph 2, The text records4.5 acresof temporarylossof sagegrouse
habitat;the total of temporarylossin Table C,3-12 is 1.7 acres, This inconsistencyshould
be reconciled.

ASwith muledeerandpronghom,if seasonetuseof habitatby sagegrousedots not
coincidewith the constmctionperiod,no impactswould occurandno mitigationwould be
required.

Page C.Y89, paragraph 3, sentence2, The DENS assertsthat vegetationcrushedby
overlandtravel in big grmsear~s wouldbe a sigrdficecrtimpactdueto the temporaryloss
of availableforage,butdoesnotsubstantiatettis judgment. Due to the linearnatureof
transrrdssionfineconstructionactivities,thetemporarylossof foragefrom crushingwould
been insignificantproportionof the avdlab!eforagein anyone areaandthereforea
discerniblebut not significantimpact. The analysisin theDENS cotiuses“mayaffect”
with “significanteffect.”

Page C.&90, paragraph 2, sentence2. The 50-meterrrrirrimumbrrffcraroundnestsites
in the non-breedingseasonismrnecessrrry,We recommendno brrflerafor unoccupiednest
areas.

Page C.%90, paragraphs 3 and 4. The acreagesin thetext for pemsanentand
temporay lossof Swahrson’shawk habitatisnot consistenttith Table C.3-12.

pege C.3-90 paragraph3. SierraPacificdisagreeswith the cdcrrlationof permanentloss
to Swainson’sHawk foraginghabitat.The equationmustadd thebenefitthatwill be
reatizedby the birds’useof the powertine.The proposedprojectwill allow for the
expansionofit’s temhoryby providinga safeneslinglocationandhuntingroostingand
restingperches.The documentshould,wherefeasibleashere, identifi boththedetriments
andbenefitsof the proposedprojectto wildlife.
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Page C,%90 Mitigation Measure B-14. A flaggingstrategyisbeingdevelopedwhereby
areasof opportunityor zonesof traveltill be flaggedinsteadof flaggingthe areasto be
avoided.There issucha varietyof avoidanceareas,thatcontisioncouldm.seover where
constructionpersonnelcouldtravel. It will be clearlyunderstoodthattravel canordyoccur
within theareasthatare flagged,Maps will alsobe generatedwith the zonesof travel on
them.In thisway thewill be no attractionto a sensitivelyflaggedarea(suchasa crrlttrrd
resourcesiteor raptor nest).Pleasechangethe wordingof thismitigationmeasureto
reflectthe ideathat flaggingwill be providedto avoidsensitiveresourcesratherthan
actttrdlyflaggingtheresources.

Page C,3-93, paragraph 3, bullet 1. This expandsthe sagegrouseIekkhtgseason
beyondnaturallimits. We recornrrtenda periodof3/1 to S/1.

Page C.>93, paragraph 3, bullet 2, Rabbhaare rarelyhit by movingvehiclesand it is
expectedthatPygmyrabbitswill avoidmovingvehicles.We recommendthat overland
travel in pygmyrabbithabitatnot be prohibited.

Page C.3-93, paragmph 3, bullet 3. A 10mphspeedlimit isundulyrestrictiveand
di~cult to enforce. A 25 mphspud limit is reconrrnendedon unpavedaccessroadsend
off-roadareas,wheresensitivewi[dtiferesourcesoccur.

It shouldbe notedthat in manyar~s terrainmaynot allow travel over 10 milesper hour,
but a speedlimitationof 10 mphwill greatlyreduceconstructionetTtciencyandmay result
in longerperiodsofpotentid wildlife disturbance.A shortenedmnstrrrctionperiodwould
reducepoterrlirdimpactsto wildlife. It isproposedthata speedlimit of25 milesper hour
be utitizedexceptwherefigitive dustconditionsor sensitivewildlife are present.The
agencymonitorsthat will be presentduringconstructioncanprovidedirectionasto when
thoseconditionsprevail.

Page C.%93, paragraph 3, bullet 5. This provisionshouldbe strengthened.Organic
wasteshouldbe storedin enclosd receptacles,removedfrom the Projectsite daily, and
depositedin a suitablewastedisposrdfacility.

prrgeCt3-94 paragraph 3 mitigation item B-18. This mitigationi[em shouldbe modified
to accountfor theexclusionofnaw accessroadsthat will be ncdcd for maintenance
accessandwill notbe reclaimedwhenconstructioniscomplete.

page C.3-94 paragraph 5 secondbullet. It shouldbe notedthat thereare methodsof
providingraplor electrocutionprotectionotherthanby providingwider clearances.Sierra
Pacifichasdevelopedperchingdeterrentswhicheliminatehazardouslocationwittin
substationsandon powerlinestructures,Due to thissuccess,SierraPacificwould prefer
to utilizethe deterrentsto discourageperchingandroosting.
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page C,>95 paragraph 1, bullet 1. The protectivewildlife bootsthat areplacedon
transformerbushingsareordyusd on thelower (distribution)voltagetransformersanddo
not providethe necessaryinsulativeprotectionfor birdsat the highertransrrdssion
voltages,

poge C.3-95 paragraph 4 line 6. The birdfight divertersSierraPacificis farrrilierwith
andintendgto utilizeareapproximately30 inchasin length.The samespacingwouldbe
utilized,

page C.*98 note:The cdctrlalions( for offsitc compensationrrshigationilcm B-20) rd[
appearto havebeersrounded,resultingin additlortrdacrage for mitigation,ie,, sendtiu
cranes: 348 instwd of338. TNs couldresultitserrovercompensationandhtcreasd
mitigationwsts, It is r~uested thstthe numbersnot be roundedoff for calculationof the
finalcompensationamount.

pngeC.3-98 Mitigation Measure B-22 Useof PerchPreventersto ProtectSsgeGrouse
Brood Areas

The Drafi ENS requiresmitigationfor impactsto sagegrousecausedby
increasedprdation fromraptorsushsgthetrarrsnsiggionstructuresaghuntingperches,The
rsdtigationrequiredis theinstcdlationof ’’perchguards” ( a devicethatwill inhibitthe use
of thetransmissionstructuresasperches)onall structureswhhhserr8. tile radiusofleks
or sagegrousestmttinggrounds.Basedon all avoihrblehsforrrration,we respecttilly
requestthat a moreappropriatemitigationrequirementwould be for a 2-rrdlcradius
aroundsuchgrounds,

Accordingto theNevadaDepartmentof Wldtife @lko RegiomdOMCC),wtich
hasextensiveexperiencewith sagegrouseendimpactsto leksendbroodhabitat,the
normalrangeof areatraveledfrom the Iek is2 rsrilegwith very largeIeksin rareinstances
havinga maximumrangeof up to 5 miles,The impactof theproposedprojectis further
lessenedsinceperchesalreadyexistin thesearms andsincetherearealreadyvtious
obstaclesto travel in v,ariousdirectionssuchastopography,discontinuoushabitatand
otherdevelopmentswhichwouldirddbitthesagegrousefrom usingthat area.

Geolow. SoilssmdPaleontolow

page C,6-33 mitigation item G1
There is no definitionofurdquegeologicformationsin the text, yet in mitigation

measureG.1 they“shallbe avoided?

It igsuggestedthata dcfinhionfor “uniquegeologicformation”be providedandthat the
statementbe rewrittento readasfollows:
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Grounddisturbanceshouldbe kept to a rrdnimumwherepractical. Were
recontourirrgof soilareasis neces~, surfacerestorationshalloccurasrequired
by the leadagenciesandthe responsiblelandmanagementor publicagency. Cut
slopesin bedrockshouldnot r~uirc rscontourirsgbutmustbe left in a s!ablc
configuration.Any uniquegeologicalformations,identifiedduringthe
geotechrrictiengirreeringgeologicalinvestigation,shallbe avoidedto the
maximumextentfeasible. The constmctionoperationandmaintenanceplanshrdl
addressavoidanceof uniquegeologicformations,if encountered,andthe
restorationproposedfor areaswhere recontorrrhrgwill be required,

page C,6.37 mitigation item G9 There are no known,significantmctrdlicm.nerrd
depositgalongthe tigmnent, Mineral resourcesare generallylimitedto smallaggregate
borrow andpozzolanoperations.The impactto theseIocrdlyextensivedepositswill be
rrsinimd, There isno statutoryor rcgulato~ requirementthatstructureor accessroad
sitesbe reviewedby CDMG or NBMG, andwe requestthat thisreferencebe deleted.

It is suggestedthatthismeasurebe rewrittento readas follows:

Structureswill be sitd to avoid existingendproposedmineralanda~regate
resourceswherepractical. In locallyextensivedeposits,suchasgravelpitsor
POZOIMSdeposits,avoidancemay not alwaysbe practicrd.In suchcases,the
impactwouldbe amdl relativeto tha ard extentoftha resource, Cldm ownerg
shouldbejustly compensatedfor anysubstantiatedlosses.

page C,6-38 mitigation item GIO In the eventofa volcanicashfall, theproblemwill
be of regionalextent.A projectspecifioashfalloutplanwould notbe a usefil excerciw
for sucha re~onrdplors.That is the resporrsibihtyof Bureauof EmergencyManagement.
ArsEmergencyPreparednessPlanwould seem very unnecessaryfor an ashfall h-don
ttis project.

o1$0
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pnge C.&42 mitigation item G12 Applicantisnot underanystateor federd
requirementto arbitratecompensationdisputesfor lossof agricullrrrdlendproduction. It
is suggestedmitigationmwsure G-12 be rewrittenas follows

Remowdofptivate agriculturallendfrom productionwill be negotiatedbetween
the appficrmtandlandowner, The appficerrtshallcompensatethe Irmdowrrerfor

1
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any lossof agriculturallend. If a disputem.sesregardingthe valueof the loss,
the landownerhasrecoursein courtunderstatelaw for a determinationof lost
value, The applicantendlandownermayagreeagpart of thenegotiationprocess
to participatein arbitrationmediationor useofapprrrisersto determinethe loss,

page C.6-43 mitigation item G13 The performancestandardshouldbe specifiedin the
mitigationmeasurti 101$4
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Foundationandtower structuresshouldbe protectedfrom corrosionin
accordancewith industrystandards,thegeotechrdcWenginecrhrggeologicreport
andstandardpracticefor transmissionfinestructures,

page C.6-43 mitigation Item G15 PdeontologicData InventoryMiligalion

Much of the digrmrerrtliesin igneousandmetamorphicrock with no fossilbearing
potentialor alluvialslopeswith rsdrdmdfossil.bearingpotcrrtid. Under rare conditions,
geolo@cdlysignificantfossilscouldbe preservedin Iacustrhrdplayadepositsrdongthe
alignment. The chancesof encounteringsuchfossilswith ody Iocdized, nrhrimal
disturbanceoperationswould seemremote. There are no knownptdeontologicsites
withinthe proposedanddtemate projwt corridors, Given theextremelylow probability
that significantfossilstill be affectedby theproject,we respecttilly suggestthatIMS
measurebe modifiedasfollow~

Prior to construction,projectfield supc~’sors,fieldconstructionpersonnel,end
constNctionequipmentoperntorswill receivetrsinhrgon fossil-bearingstrataand
fossilfwturcs, Any fossilsIoeatd in the ffeldby theprojectapplicantwill be
immediatelyreportedto theappropriatemitigationmonitor(s)for the project.

PageC.&54 paragraph 4, line 1, The mill Site isan 8-acresitenot an acresite,asstated.

Hvdroloa

Page C.7-3 Table C.7-1: PerenrrhdStream.Crosshrg- brrg Valley Creek isnotshown.
The proposedalignmentcrossesLang VrdleyCreekat tiepost 150.8just northof an~e
pointBSO1. Pl~se notethat rdtematealignmentWCFG doesnot crosshng Valley
Creek.

Page C.7-3, Pseragraph3: Thissectionon GroundWater shouldprovidea tablelisting
all springsandwellswittin on~qrrartermileof theROW to characterizethemagnitudeof
potentialimpactsassociatedwhh blasting,The tab!ewould serveasthe basisfor
identi&rrg locationsto studyin theBlastingPlan~higation MeasureG-8) andin
Mitigation M=sureH-8 (pageC.7-15),

Page C.7-4 Table C.7-2: 100 Year FloodplainsCrossedby ProposedProject-Line 6 is
incorrect. The pointwhere theQ sdignmentcrossesDry Valley isacttsdlyin Washoe
County,Nevada notLassenCounty, Thisis nearMilepost 129, not 122. Designfor this
sectionhasnot beencompletedyet soit is tmkrrownif therewill boanystructuresin the
floodplain.

,

I
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Page C.7-9, Last Bullek This significancecriteriashouldbemodifiedto reflect
consistencywith CEQA andtheBiologysignificancecriteria(pagec.3-50) by dcscnbing
the impactasa “longterm StrbstantiaLittcreosein the sedimentI&.., ”

Page C.7-12, Mitigation Measure H-4: The lastportionof thisndtigationmeasure
shouldbe changedto read- ‘lWherefloodplainscannotbe avoided,structuresshallbe
designedin accordancewhh therecommendationsestablishedin thegeotechnicd
engineeringreport:’ Review shouldnot be a requirement,The H-Frame typestructure
usedon the linewill not alter thefloodplaincharacteristics,just asexistingsinglepole
structuresin thesearcaahaveno effect. ASa utility, Sierraisexemptfrom the Engineefs
LicensingAct.

PagesC, 7-12 and 7.13 MitigationmeasureH-4 statesthatfoundationdesignsshallbe
designedbasedon a sitespecificanrdyslsreviewedandapprovedby CPUC, BLM, and
affectedogencies,Delete thisrqrrirement, Utitity designis donein accordancewith
applicablecodesandstandardsandin accordancewith theagencyissuingthecrossing
permit(CorpsofEn6inecrs, etc)

Page C.7-13, Mitigation Measure H-5: The one.qrrsrtcrmilecriteriafor refieling ia
excessive,The ~RC WetlandandWaterbodyConslruclionandMitigation Masures
Guidelinesspeci~ a mhdrnumdistanceof 100 feet from waterbodiesfor refieling
activities, This mitigationmmsureshouldbe changedto 100 feet,

Lnnd Use
Page C,&l; Paragraph 2;Line 5: Pleasemakethe followin6correction:‘!.,.. Porllons
of/}/e Wmrsmissionlltrerouleprrralle!atdor cross the Cal~onda Departmentaf
Trat~r!ation (Caltrmrs)US, 395, Sta!e-Hig}nv~70, H~ 299, SouthenjPaclJc
fiat~r[allott Company(SPX), Nw{hwestent.PaoiJoRallraodWRR), and Union
Pae~c ~att~orta!lon Company~TC) ROiVs,”

Page C,8-2; Paragraph ~ Line 4: P]wse removethe followingsentence “Fromabouf
A06 to CO1,SegmentA crosses over atrdparallels au rauromedmountainbike traiIfor
abouf tw~thirh of a mile,”Additionrdly,text refersto an ‘titmamedmountainbike
tra/1”,yet the mapsordyshowa 4WD trail, SinceBLM hasnot designatedthisasa
mountainbike trail, it shouldbedeleted,

Page C.8-2; Paragraph 3; Line 5: Pleaseremovethe follow.ngsentence “~epartlotj
of theproposedroute ttorlhof Hwy 299 /s Iaca!edin a mixedzoningdistrict that !ncludes
commercialandresldenllal des(grra(iom.”Thissentenceappfiesto SegmentB ody.

Page C.8-5; Paragraph 1; Lhre 3: Pleasemakethe follow”ngcorrection: ‘Xl/he TOW/J
of Tetrrro,SegrrrentK crosses TermoSchaa!Dis&lctproper!yand the Term+
Grasshopper-R&Juniper Wdge Road (Old Rfail Route Road) atrdcrosses]rts!east
of a CaltraM........”

]
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Page C.8-fi Paragraph 2; Line 5r Plmscmakethefollowingcorrection:“SegmentL al
L02 crossesUS 395 about I milenorthwestof the TtslePatchSptingaroadside perk.”
As written,itstatesthatthe ProposedProjectwould crossthe roadsidepark thisis not the
case.

Page C,8-9 Parngraph 4, Line 1: There seemsto be somecordbsionregardingthe Mdlh
of theROW. It will be 160 feetwide ( 80 feeteithersideof the cenlerfirre).AsJy.
discuasionaregarding330 feet or 660 feetshouldbe referredto aathestudycorridor, not
the ROW.

Page C.8-10: Table C.8-1 Pleasemakethefollow.ngcorrections“ProposedsegmentE
Residence(APN 031-310-50),,, Distance(feet) from theROW centerlineia 92S feet.
ProposedsegmentK Trailer (APN 057.020-54),., Distance(feet) from theROW
centerlineis925 feet:’ This propertyiaownedby en absenteelmrdowner.The trailer haa
not beenoccupid on a corrtinuouabasisfor the pastIWOyears.

Page C.S-l 1, Table C,S-l SegmentX North FoothillApts. ... Distance(feet) from the
ROW centerlineia265 feet. SierraPacifichasfield measuredthisdistancefrom the
proposedcenterline,to the nearestbuilding.

Page C.8-12; Paragraph 1; Line 10: Pleasemakethe followingcorrection Replacethe
etdathrgsentencewith:“The FAA regulatestheconstructionof potentirdobstmctionsto
air traMc endrequirestheMing of a Notice of Obstructionfor projectfacilitiesover 200
feet abovethe groundand/or nw airportsandheliports:’

Page C,8-21; Paragraph 5; Lhre 2: Pleasemakethe followingcorrection:‘!...bascdou
CEQA@idellnes,.pretimts.et~virm}metlti\dmumefltsalm~z[t~tratmi fishnIit~
~@M&/-eetAttil~e@ti andthe land uses. ...” Since no such
documentsare listedin the referenceswtion of thischapter,the referencesin the text
shouldbe deleted.

PngeC.8-22; SignificanceCriterin: Please notethatthesourcesof thesecriteriashould
be identifiti andjustified. Otdytwo of thethitieencriteriaare specificallyidentifiedby
CEQA assigrdficentimpacta(fourthbulletunderGeneralUsesrmdthe first bulletunder
Agricuhurd Uses), The secondbulletunderAgriculturalUsesincludesa CEQA
significantimpact,buttheLead Agencieshaveaddedadditionalimpacts(grwing Ianda)
whicharenot identifiedin CEQA, The remainingten significancecriteriaare not
identifiedin CEQ& nor are theywhatwouldbe”consideredprofessionalstandards.In
CEQA Guidelines15064(a), it isclearthata significancecriteriashouldbe basedon SJ
substantialeffecton theenvironment,notmerelyanyeffectasprovidedin theremaining
ten criteria.

Page C.8-25; Mitigation Measure L3, d~ling with constmctionrelatedaccess
constraintsto recreationer-, shouldbe deletedendthetext shouldmerelyrefer to
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Mitigation M~sures T-1 andT-2, whichwould coverall projectrelatedtrasrsportalion
issues.

Page C.8-2Q Paragraph 1; Line 2: Pleasemakethe followingcorrection:‘!....s~ang.ng
areas wouldrequire tem~ari~ rewtit~wc:tisojjetmitlgalw]g~mlt}galhtmen}s
andaccesshlg conslrucllonareas throughexislingor new gates. i~ik%.+tlfit~e
~ollww~retM-immdatelpre@wd.wcover&bytw~a~hrriersrw If gates
were inadver[etJt~left o~tt, and If grazinganimalswere dlsttlrbed by consIrnc/lots
activities mJdl~ltJg (a tnovemvayfrom the cottstrucl!onarea they potentially could
move to or across U.S. 39Sor other raa~ or to anothergrazing al[oltnent.”

Page C.8-27 and followin~ Mitigation items L4 and L7 ConstructionSchedule
ModificationsendCompensationfor Lossof Grwing mrdCroplands

We are very concemd aboutthe mannerin wtich theDrd EWS evaluatesand
rrdtigatesgrting endcrophutdlanduseissues,As background,we understandthat
temporaryinterruptionsto ongohrggrdng andagriculturrdIondusesare not“significant”
or “substantia~’for errtironmentalpurposes,This understandingisbasedon the
requirementsof NEP& CEQ& otherapplicableIawaandregulations,andthe significance
criteriausedin theDraR ENS itsel~including:

●
. .

~ of the productivityof@ cropland,
grmdngIerrd,or otheragticulturdoperations(emphasisadded)

We are ~rrcemed, however,thatthe Drd ENS enrdysisof lenduseimpactsto grdng
andagriculturallandsis inconsistentwith thisappropriatesignificancecriteriain that it
appws to assumethateven~ lossesto ~ crophurdandgrtirrg lendsare
significantandrequiremitigation.

We do, of course,agreethat theset~es of temporaryinterruptionsto these
ongoinglandusesareerreconorrdcimpact,endour asement agreementswith landowners
(end lessees)take theseeconomicimpactsinto accmrntin temr~of the aarreement,We do. . . . .
not agree,however,thatthesetempo-raryimpactaare significantadverse-impactsto the
physicalenvironment,or thatthe correspondingmitigationmeasuresC-4 andL-7) are
wermsrtd or appropriateunderNEP& CEQA or othererrvhonmentdlawsor regulations.
We are alsovery concernedaboutthe impactto our ratcpsyera,andthe precedentideffect
for titure BLM andCPUC entironrnentddocuments,of concludingthotall temporary
impactsto non-primecroplandandgr~ing landsare significantimpactsto the
environment.

We havethe followingspecificconcernsandrecommendationsfor your
consideration: ,

● PageC.8-25, V 3: This paragraphshouldbe deletedor substantiallymodified.

The potentislimpactsdescribti are not consistentwith out pdor experience,or

jo
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thatof our experts,in constructingotherlinearconstructionprojeclsin grazing
areas.

Page8-27, ~ 3: MitigationMeasureL.4 shouldbe deletedin it enlirety. We
havedso discussedthisissueandmitigationr~uirement with representatives
of the BLM’s EagleLake ResourceArea, tituras ResourceArea andthe
CarsonCity District RangeManagement,andwere advisedthat theyfoundthis
MitigationMeasureto beunnecessaryandunreasonablefor thisproposed
project,

PageC,8-28, ~ 2: We recommendthat thisparagraphbe modified(beginning
with thesecondsentenceof theparagraph)asfollowx

This temporarylossof the useofcropland would resultfrom
removingvegetationarrdgradingfor sitepreparation,overland
travel, assemblinganderectingstructures,instrdtingconductorand
shieldwiresendsitecleanup~’Lessthan5 milesout of the 165-
mileprojectcrosseslandswhicharecumentlyusedfor agricultural
purposes,Sincetheselandsare not considered“primeagricultural
land;’ projectimpactsarenot consideredsignificantfor CEQA or
~PA purposes,The applicanthasenteredinto easement
agreementswith the farmersrdongtheROW, andthesefarmersare
reimbursedfor the temporaryeconomicimpactscausedby the
interrupteduseofcroplandsby beingpaidthevalueof croplosses
resultingtom constmctionactiv;lies, Ar2yIon&!ernteconomic
impactsto thefbrmers’operations~rrigationor field management)
resullingfromtheprojectaredso consideredin the landvrduation
andaccountd for in the easementnegotiations,

PageC,8-28, ~ 5: We suggestthatMitigation MeasureL7 shouldbe

changedto readasfollows:

Prior to constructingtheproposedproject, the appficantshallwork
with the farmersandattemptto agreeto a instruction schedu!ethat
would, to theextentpossible,avoidthegroting season.However,
the appficantconstructionschedulerequires(due, e.g., to weather
or errvironrrrentdconstraints)thatconstructionoccurin anac!ively
farmedfield,the appticantwill be requiredto reimbursethe farmers
for any temporarycroplosses.Sincethisis not considereda
sigrrificmtor potentiallysignificantimpactto the physicrd
environment,thereisno needfor anycons!Nction schedule
adjustmentto be mandatedby the Construction,Operationand
MaintenancePlan.

22

.

Page C.8-2~ Paragraph 1: Line S: Plessamakethe followingcorrection‘!,,,.os a reml

I of remadtt~eotiw~emln~trd leavhjggates o~lt wouldbe a sigrliJca~jt,
miflgatablcimmct (Class11)dfte to the cotlflictd-timsrar~k~c~remowi wf(hthe

I

establisheduse of Iatrdforgraitlg,”

Page C,8.27; Paragraph 2; Line 2 Pleasemakethe followingcomeclion;
tl.,,,.sigrllficat/fmovement of grazing animals to a levelaf llott-slgrtiJcattce.”

Page C,8-2~ paragraph 4, line 1. MitigationMeasureL-5 shouldbe deletedin its
entirety. The tempor~ removalof sectionsof fencingisnot a practiceutitizedin the
constNctionof electrictracssrrdssionlines. Therefore,thereisno s;grdficantlossof
grazinganimalsasa resultof removingsecdonsof fencing.

Page C.8-28; paragraph 3, line 4 This portionshouldbe rewritten,as follows “This
temporarylossof theuseofcropland wouldresultfrom removingvegetationandgrading
for sitepreparation,overlandtravel~~wtieme{ur~tictimg, assemblingand
erectingstructures,ingteltin~dti~~d~raltdw~-antin~d
snaintaininm ali-t~eretien:’ The determinationthatthe potentiallossof
crophurdisnot supportedwith anyscientificor factualdata. Further, lessthan5 milesout
of the 165 mileprojectcrosslandscurrentlyusedfor agriculturalpurposes. Sincethese
landswould not be considered“primeagricultrsrdImrdj’ theproject-relatedeffwts on
theselandswould notbe consideredsignificantby CEQA. It shouldbe notedthat the
farmersare reimbursedfor the vrdtreof croplossesresultingfrom constructionactivities.
Any Ion&term impactsto the farmers’operations~rrigationor field management)
resultingfrom theprojectare consideredin thelandvahrationandaccountedfor in the
easementtrcgoliations,

Page C,8-28 paragraph 5, line 1 MitigationMeasureL-7 shouldbechangedto readas
follows: “Prior to constructingthe proposedproject,theapplicantshallwork with the
farmerson a constmctionschedulethat would, to theextent possible,avoid thegrowing
s~son. However, applicantreservesthe rightto constructin an activelyfarmedfield and
reimbursethe farmersfor eny temporarycroplosses: The mitigationfor perrnarrcntor
temporarycrop lossor avoidinga grow.ngseasonissolelynegotiatedby the applicantand
the ownerof recordof theagriculturalland. Urdessa stateleadagencyhasan interestin
the agriculturrdland,theyare not a party to thenegotiations.Therefore,thereis no ned
for any constructionscheduleadjustmentto bemandatedby Construction,Operationand
MaintenancePlan.

Page C.8-31; Paragraph 4; Line 1 Pleasemakethe fol[ow.ngcorrection “....historic
environmentof therecr~tiorrd areas.anddegrade.the-qurdhy-d-the.reorealionrd
~~ RhsermRkea%” The text referencesthe Visual Resourcessection
regardingthe polentid impactsto the recreationistsfrom thechangein the characterof the
envirocurrentby viewsof the transmissionfine. However, the VisualResourcessection
doesnot substantiatethisclaim,but consistentlyindicates(e.g. pagesC.13-32 and35) that
dueto the relativelysmallnumberofrecrm[iordststiewing the transmissiontine,it would

23
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not resultin a significantvisualimpact.Thereforethe discussionof thepotenlird
Jo

S.*23
degradationof the recrwtionalexperienceshouldbe deleted.

1Page C.8-31; Paragraph 4; Line 10: Please makethe followingcorrection “....the Tule .
PatchSpringRest Area ;ItimalGavem9Battlegr~tiMemotialMonuml; andLassen I
Red Rocks ScenicArea. The presenceof theprojectstmctureswoulddearadethe natural
sclling(naturdspring,bluff, aid vegetationtr~sfiion) at theTule PatchS~ringRest &ea
;theti~otiodsetting[l867bttlegrwtirsolditis'.grav~;mdIndiamrmktings~d
huntin~blinds)at.andflew-thelnfmdGavem$Bnttlegr~tiMmodd-Mmment and
theunusualgeologic......” The text indicatesthatthe changein characteroftho
envlrormrentresultingfrom the presenceof thetransmissionline wouldbe significantat
Infernal CavernsBattlegroundMemorialMonument, However, on pagesC,13-17 and
C,13-35 in the VisualResourcessectio~ it statesthatthe projectwouldbe barelyvisible
andwould not resultin a significantadversevisualimpact.Therefore,theinclusionof the
InfernalCavernsin thisparagraphcannotbe substantiatedandshouldbe deleted.

prrgeC.8-31 paragraph 1, line 1 MitigationMeasureL-8 shouldbe deletedin its
entirety. This mitigationmmsurewouldimposeEm standardsthatare notregulatedor
mandatedby the CPUC.

Page C.8-32; Paragraph 2; Line 6 through Line 10: The followingsentencesare to
be deleted: !!Adidthti{tin.tkRO Wfo~wn9lmoling~wJ:trdlmdaooessfMdVHum~
aotivityJtruek4rtie ........-.-.uwottl~tr~l,mdawg gr~d,~ Thesetinegarea discussionof
constructionrelatedpotentialimpactsandshouldbc locatedin the sectiondealingwith the
OperationsImpactsonRecreationalUses.

pngeC, 8-33; paragraph 5, line 6- Wer line6, thefolloting new paragraphshouldbe
added: “BLM and CDFG are actively engagedin the ‘Fort SageExchange” in
which CDFG will exchangethe eag(em portion of the Doyle State Wildlife Arcrs
impacted by the MotorcycldATV loop trail for BLM lands In the Bnld Mountain
Area gouthwegtof Stand19h,CA,” This informationappearsto havebeenleRout of the
discussionregardingtheWildlife ConsewationAreas.

pngeC.8-34 paragraph 2, line 3. We do not agreethat the ProposedProjectwould
irreparablylimit the CdiforrdaFishandGame’s(CDFG) abitityto carryout itsrsdssionfor
managementof the area. Pleasedescribehow the presenceoftmrrsmisslonstructures,
occupyingless!han60 squarefeet each andspacedapproximately1,200 feetapati, would
irreparablylimit CDFG’S abitityto carryout its tigsion ( the origittd prertdsefor the
purchaseof the areaswasfor theprovidingMule Deer winter range),wtile theCDFG
currentlyallowsintensiveandresourcedestructiveOHV usein IISDoyle Wildlife Area.
For example,in Table C.8-3 CDFG hasassigneda degradationfactorof ody 0.1, which
shouldrepresenta nmrly pristineundisturbedenvironmentaccordingto thedefinition
providedin footnote3, for two parcelsin theOHV areaof the Doyle WlldfifeArea. A lot
of inconsistencyappearsin theevaluationof the project’simpactto theWildlife
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ConservationAreas,pleaseexplainor providethe analysisthathasled to the conclusions
reportedin thisdocument.

page C. 8-35; Table C, 8-3- The Doyle Wildlife ConservationArea &roposcd Segment
Q) mitigationcalculationsshouldbe deletedin its entirelysincetheselandsarecurrenlly
slatedto be exchangedto theBLM, The HallelujahJunctionWildlife Area (Mtemative
SegmentWCFG) impactandmitigationcalculationshavenot beenadequatelydiscussedin
thisdocument, Please providea descriptionandanalysissupportingthe degradation
factorswtich havebeenusedin thistable.
&stated on pageC, 3-25, the HallelujahJunctionWildfifeAreaandtheDoyle Wildlife
Arw Iocatd in Long Valley were acquiredby the CDFG asmuledeerdntcrhrg habitat,
If thisis the case,thenthe impactisnot an issueofvisurddegradation(i.e., dominant
featurein theview shed),but oneofwildtife habitatimpact, There ignojustificationor
cxplatrationprovidedfor l/2-ntile-wide corridor impact. This tableis inadequatedue to its
lack of supportingdocumentationandneedsto be rewrittenso asto eitherreducethe
amountof CDFG compensatorylandor providethejustification.

C.8-40; Paragraph 1; Line 1 through Line& The firstfive tinesof thisparagraph
appearto be misplacti, It lookslike it shouldbe the firstparagraphon pageC.8-36.

Page C,8-41; Paragraph 3; Line 3: Plmsc add the followingsentencti” On APdl 4,
1995, the Modoc CountyBoard of Supervisorsapproval revisionsto the GeneralPlan
andZoning 0rdinrmcc9to providefor a route reviewprocesg?’

page C.8-S6 paragraph 3, line 6 Pleasemake the followingcorrection:~ti~llerna~
wtweul~o~itldti~m~tudx~ Thesetwo sentencesshouldbe
deletedbecausethe proposedcenterlineofthig aftemalivedoesnot crosstheFive Sprhrgs
WS& nor will the 160 foot-wideright-of-way.

m

Page C,9-6 pssrngraph1 line 2 -Reads660-foot wide ROW shouldread“660.foot wide
studyarea”

Page c,9-7 paragraph 4 line 2-reads“proposedPipeline”shouldread“proposedproject”
or “proposedtransrrdssionline”

Page C.9-13, Mitigation measureN-1 shouldallow for constructionduringanylime
frame asestablishedby Iocd ordinances.The time frarrregrecommendedhstheDEIS
haveno basisandaremorestringentor in eotiict with ordinancesof localjurisdictions.
The ApplicaatiContractorshouldordyhaveto complywith localjurisdictionrd
rquiremenls

Page C.9-14, mitigationmeasureN-3 is redundantwith andshouldbe combinedtith
mitigationmeasureL-1, pagec,8-24.
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Ft!hlic Ile81th8nrssme~

Page C.l&S, paragraph 4, line 6, der theword “inconclusive:’add“and
conlradictory~’

Page C.1O-10,just aheadof theFrench-CanadianStudy,addn new occupationalsludyby
“SouthernCdifomia Edison:’

A studyof Edisonpersonnellookedfor an associationbetweenexposureto EMF and
dyingof cancer,with an emphaslaonleukerni~braincancer,andIyrtrphoma.NI Edison
personnelwho worked for at Iw! oneyearbetween1960 and 1988 were includedin the
analysis,some36,221 employees,

The sludyresullsfoundno consistentassociationbetweenwork in electricaloccupations
or magneticfieldsmmsuredin the work environmentanddeathfrom d cancers
combined,Ieukemias,braincancers,or Iymphomas.Useof a singlejob title to flag
exposure,the methodmostconmrordyfoundin theIiteraturo,resultedin the highestodds
ratios,but dl of our resultswerecompatiblewith thenullvahso....

Incorporationof dataon multiplejobs,durationinjobs, anda vatiety of exposurescores
basedon measuredmagneticfields,whichprovidesa morecompleteassessmentof
exposure,resultsin oddsratiosnearorbelow 1. Theseresultsare consistenttilh the
cancerincidencefindingsamongSwedishelectricutifityworkersanddo not supportthe
positivefindingsreportedamongNew Zealandworkersor in the U.S. mortalitystudies.

Page C,1O-2O,paragraph 1, line 3, chsrrgo“linehrducescurrentin the ...Y to “fine
induces_ or currents,,.~’

Pnge C.1O-25, pnragraph 1, line 1, change“sectionC.11.1 “IO”sectionC. 10.IY

Page C.10.27, paragraph 4, line 4, change“35 feet”to “34 fcet~’

Page C.1O-28, figure C.1O-1, changemhdmurngroundclearancefrom 35 feetto 34 feet,
andchangethe H-frame structureinsulatorcotiguration from ‘I’ stringsto ‘V’ stringper
fiWre B,2-3.

Page C.1O-3O,paragraph 2 and pageC.1O-29, figure C.1O-2. The phasingon both
singlepoleandH-frame structuresshouldbe changedfrom “crossphasing”to rdike
phasing”becausetypicalcurrentflowson thetwo 230kV circuitswill be in theopposite
directions.

Page C.1O-3O,paragraph 1,line 3. Change(ABC on IOpor eastcircuitandCBA on
bottomor westcircu[t~ to “(ABC ontop or eastcircuitandW on bottomor west

]01.tj7

]01.!i9

circuit)’ becausetypicalcurrentflow on the two 230kV circuitswill be in Ihe opposite Jo1.+i4
directions.

Page C.1O-3O,paragraph 2, line 1. The first senlenceshouldbechangedto reflectthat
the ROW for the proposed345kV H-fiansesectionwouldbe 160 feet,and the ROW for ]0l-~is
the 345kV singlepolesectionwouldbe 140 feet.

Page C.10-30, paragrnph 3, line 4. Change“35 feet”to “34 feet: 10I-tib

Page C.1O-31, paragraph 7, line 4, change“35 feet”to “34 feet:’ 101.~i7

Page C,1O.31, paragraph 1, line 6, change(160 foot RO~ to (160 feet for 345kV H- 10
—

frame, and 140 feet for sin~e pole). l.fia

Page C.1O-31, Table C, IO,S, change345kV verticalandH-frame electticfielddata in the
table,basal on 34 feetconductorheightrevisedPhase-Phasespacing,and 160 foot ROW

]0
t.?i9

for the H-frame sectionand 140 foot ROW for the singlepolescclion.

Page C,1O.3I, pnragraph 2, line 6, change“3S feet”to “34 feet: i@

Page C.10-31, paragraph 2, line 8, chasrgc(seeTable C.1O-I) to (seeTable C,1O-2), 101.;31
Page C.1O-33, Figure C,l&4, Page C.l&37, Figure C,1G8. The flgurcsreflecta ROW
of 140 feet (+70 feet), but the actualROW is 160 feet;changethedrawingsto reflect ]01.+
160 feet ROW (*80 feet).

Page C,1O-4O,Table C.1O-7, change345kV verticalandH-Fmmc magneticfield datain
the table,basedon 34 feet conductorheightrevisedphase-phasespacing,and 160 foot ]01.ti3
ROW for the H-frame, and 140 foot ROW for the verticrdsection.

Page C.1O.4O,paragraph 2, line 2, chan8c“1.6kV/m” to “1. 15kV/m.” 101.t54
Page C.1O-42, paragraph 2, line3,change“300 feet”to “265 feel: andaddthe
following 1

(The rnhrimumseparationdistancerequiredby GO-95, fromline conductorto a 10!.
structure@ui!dingetc.) is 15 feet. There areno otherseparationdistance
requirementsbasedon hdth andstiety issues.It happensto be thatthe closest
residenceto the finecdongthe lineroute is at 265 feet.) J

Page C.1O-42, paragraph 4, line 5, change“21.5 feet”to “22 feet:’ 101.~56

Page C.1O-43, last paragraph, line 2, change“20kV/cm*’ to “17.7kV/cmY 101.?k7

Page C.1O-44, paragraph 3. Inchrdethe following

21
—
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PART G. COMMENTS

Line voltagei.e. 345kV
Line elevation,i.e. 5,000 feet

Page C.1O.47, mitigation measure paragraph 5, line 1, afier the“fire fighting
equipment”specifyequipment(i.e., shovels,backpackwater pumps,fire extinguishers
etc.).

Page C,1O-47, paragraph 3, discussestheoperationandmaintenanceof the project,
while the associatedmitigationmeasuresPA, P-5, andP-6, discusstitivation during
projectconstruction.This paragraphmaybebetterplacedaspart of paragraphtwo and
fall belowthe mitigationmeasureP-3.

Page C.1O.47, paragraph 3, if the aboverecommendationis implemented,removethe
lastsentencein paragraphthree.

Trmssnortation rmd TrnMC

Page C.12-2 Table C.12-1 What is thosourceof thedatafor thistable?The numbers
appearto boa littlohigh,givenSierraPacific’srecentfamitisritywith theseroadways.For
instance-CountyRoad62~ayley ReservokRoad fists48 veticletiday, whichisvery tigh
baseduponour actualknowledgeoftltis road.

page C.12-11 last bullet-Thesetwo crhcriashouldbe combinedintooneasfollows:Any
projectstructureswtich constitutea potentialh-d asdetcmsind by theFcderd
Aviation AdrnhdstrationFAA) wouldbeconsidereda sigrdficantimpactandwould
requiremitigationin accordancewith FAA regulations.

page C.12-14 mitigation item T-4 Thisitemshouldbodeletedbecausethe projectdoes
not comein closeproximityto anydesignatedpedcstria~cycle routes.

page C.12-16 mitigation item T-6,: With sofew workerstravelingto suchdiversework
sites,it is Iikcly these“crew trucks... to shuttleconstructionworkers”will bc pickup
tmcks.

page C. 12-16 mitigation item T-7 This itemshouldbc deletedbccauscthe projectdoes
not impactanyexistingparkingplaces.

pnge 12-17 through 19 mitigation itemsT-9, T-10 and T-11 We suggestthal these
threemitigationilcmsbc rewrittenintoonemitigationmeasure,asfollows The applicant
will be requiredto wmply with dl applicableFAA regulationsregardingfilinga No!ice of
ProposedConstructionor Ateralion, The appticantshallfurtherimplementmitigation
measuresprescribedby theFAA in responseto theNotice.

Visunl Resource$

page C,1%32 and 33 mitigation item V-8,: With thiscommitmentto minimizestNcturc
heightandthe skylightingcffwt at Da~efl Canyonprior to permit issuance,the needfor
pre-constructionverificationstakingisjustiflcdin order to performthismitigation
measure.It shouldalsobe notedthat thereis a trade-offwith stNcture heightrcduclion,
whichis to add additionalstructuresandreductionof the spanningabilitybeingusedto
reduceimpactsto sensitiveplantsandanimals.

PrsgeC. I$24; Paragraph 1; Line 2: Shouldread..... power Iinc andtwo a radio
transmissiontowers:’

Page C.13-30; Paragraph 4: It appearsthat the ENS doesnot givecreditor include
the appficontsproposedmitigationofcorten steelstNcturesandnon-specularconductor.
Theseare two importantmitigationmeasureswhichreducevisualimpactsandshouldbc
included,

Page C.13-31; Paragrnph 1;Line 3 Pleasemakethe followingchange ..... tineWO~
pole cortcnatcelH-frome structures,...?

Page C,l&31; Mtigation MeasureV.@ Line 3: Pleasemakethe followingchange. .....
exceptfor the substationaccessroad(M 25-foot maximumwidth), ,,~’ A 25.foot width
substationaccessroadis requiredin orderto haveenoughroom to maneuverthe
transfornscrdeliverycquiprnentthroughits requiredanglesandcurves.

Page C.13-39; Paragraph 2: The mnsistcncyofthc ProposedProjectwith Lassen
County policiesshouldbe tcmpcrd with acknowledgmentin the text thatLMUD hasa
34,5 kV transmissionline connectingtheHoney Lake Power PlantalongtheSCCNC
corridor of Wendel Road.

Page C,13.47; Pnragrnph 1, Line 1: “... the ProposedProjectcouldresultin a
dgtifiwnti~ilawidabl~unwlatiw an additionalvisualimpact.,:’ SinceLMUD
aheadyoperatesa transmissionlinealongWendel Road therewould bc little, if any,
cumulativeimpactfrom thejntcrtieto theProposedProject.

Figure C,13-3B; KOP 3; Photo simuhstion: The tower heightsareout of scaleAth
the arsrroundingsby an approximatefactorof200 percent. This photosimulationshould
bc removedfrom the documentor redoneto accuratelyreflect aclualconditions.

]0I.!io

10I.

101.?;3

101.ti4

]0I.$is

Fjgure C.13-4B; KOP 4; Photo simulation: The aclualccnlcrlincofthc proposed
transmissionline crossingHWV 299 isa lot firther eastthenshown, The tinecrosseseast

1

01.?+6
of the gate whichisjust to the righl of andbackfrom the HW 299 signin the photo.
Ttis photosimulationshouldbe corrected.
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1~1.,:J I1;I [~ Illil [1!, III,,.,

Figure C.1$9B; KOP 9; Photosimulation: This photosimulationis alsoirmaccurate.
The cerrterfinordignmentisover300 feet from the cd6cofthc highwaypaving
(referencingthe CIOSCSIstructurein thephotosimulation),The closestslmclurein this
photosimulationwould appearto be on the edgeof thehi6hwayright.of-way. The
project’svisurdimpactswill be greatlyrducedwhcrrthe actualcenterlineiscorrected.

Photo-Simulation~ Nowhere in thisdocumentis themethodologyor technologyof how
the photo-simulationswere done.It isimportantthatthisbemadepart of thedocument,
so thereadercanmakea determinationof thevalidity of the simulations.

Evnlrsatlonof Transmission Alternatives

Page C.14-2 Table C.14-1 Trac~Silver Lake Ntematives for boththe 120 kV and345
kV options,the Improve ServiceReliability-Prim~ ProjectObjectivesshouldr~d” No,
exceptfor providingtransmissionserviw to North Vallc~

Page C.14-3 Parrrgrrrph4, Lines 2 & & Pleasechangethe secondandthirdsentencesto
read“The TracySilver Lake Ntematives would improveservicereliatilhtyto theNorth
Valleysbut notthe Reno~ake Tahoearea(seeTable C.14-I). Thesedtemativesare
consideredcollectivelywith theMidpoint-Toano-Carlin-Valmy,Midpoint-Carlin-Vdmy
andBums-OreanaMtcmatives in SectionC.14.4, sincetheymeeta portionof the Nluras
Intertie objectively

10
1.$+7

]0
;.$ia

]01.?;9

10
I.tio

;4 #A
Sie~ Pacfi&
POW.. CO M. A”.

hf4.rIiIIX trlr/tl#ltl&.ttilft rtICIXS
. . . . . .

61WNCIIRtud,1}()U,IX101W.Ucno.Nc\,atlJ WSZO.O+I1O. 101bW401 I
I

i

I
1
1

I

G-662

Ms. JufieHalligan
Ctiforrda PubticUtilties Commission
Cohssion AdvisoryandCompflarrceDivision
505 Van NessAve.
SanFrancisco,CA 94102

. . . . . .. . . .. ..

June 1, 1995

Dear Ms. }Idligrm,

Pleasefindattached,SlcrraPaciRcPower Company’s“EMF Field Management
Plan” for the Nturas Intertie Project,The planhasbeenpreparedunderthe guidctinesof
the Corrmdsslon’sNo.Costiw-Cost EMF Mitigation Policy. Shouldyou or your
constrl!antshaveanyquestionsregardingthisplan,pleasegiveme a cdl at (702) 689-
4429,

StevenSic6el
SeniorPermittingSpecialist

attachment



—

PART G. COMME~S

TABLE OF CONTENTS

ALTURAS 345W TRANSMISSION LINE
EMF FIELD MANAGEMENT PLAN I

SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY
Februay 28,1995

Fkal ENS, November 1995
G- 663

Page

1. Project Description 1

11, Base CaseTransmission Line, Route, and Surrounding Land Use 1
Daswip!lons

1, Base Case Line Deswiplion 1

2, Base Case, Proponents Environmental Assessment (P, E,A,) 2

3. Base Case - Land Use Deswlpllon Along the Proposed P.E.A. Route 3

Ill, No Cost Fiald Reduction Measuras to be Implemented 5

IV, Priority Areas Ware Low Cost Maasures are to be applied 6

V. Low Cost Field Reduclion Alternatives 7

VI, Field Reducllon Alternatives Salacted 9

Attachments

● Base Case H-Frame Structure
● Modified Base Case H-Frame Struclure
● Proposad Alturas Transmission Line Route
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1.

Il.

Sierra Paclflc Power Company based In Reno, Nevade, has proposed the
construction of a 345kV electric power transmission line.” The project would
entail construction of an approximately 160 mile 345kV Iransmlsslon Ilne, and
is planned to be supported by Iubular self-weathering steel H-frame configured
structures, A new 345/230kV substation (Hill[op Subslatlon) would be
anslruclad at the pro]acl’s northern tarmlnus in the vicinity. of Alturas,
California, and a new 345kV swilfiirrg station (Bordartown) would be
constructed In California near the state line at Bordertown. Substation
additions are also expecled at the existing North Valley Road Substation
located at the projecl’s soulhern terminus in Reno, Nevada,

Base Caee Tranemlselon Line. Route, and Surroundlna Land UaQ
Descrfotlons

1. Base Case Line Dascrlpllon

Sierra Paciflo has used two types of towers for Its 345kV Iransmlsslon
lines; a guyed Iatllce delta towar and an H-frame steel tower. The H-
frame tower was Inlllally seleclad as a base case for this project through
the publlc agancy Input for 11saesthetics and ils cost+~clency. This
tower was also accepted by the public over the Ialll@ tower for Its
aesthetics during the public workshops.

The H-frame steel tower was also setaclad by Sierra Pacific for its high
ovarall ratings of malnlalnabilily, reliability, aesthetics and overall
electrical tiaracterlstlcs, The transmission line will be deslgnod and
operated to comply with all federal, state and local regulations, and
applicable safely codes,

Typically, H-frama tower 345kV, A,C. transmission line would be
constructed using hvin 795MCM,ACSR subconduclors bundled at 18 In*
spacing, The three phases will be arrangad in a horizontal configuration,
wilh’~ string Insulators on Ihe outside phasa and ‘V string insulators on
the Mnter phase, and supported on H-Frame tubular staal structures.
Two extra high strenglh steel overhaad shield wires will be allachad at the
top of each struclure and will provide Ilghtning protacllon.

The twin 795 MCM conductors have a thermal loading Mpaclly of
1076 MVA. System capacily limitations on bolh ends of Ihe transmission
line will limit the system normal peak transfer wpaclty 10300 MVA.
Typical avaraga peak load on the transmission is expected to be
210 MVA (350 amps).

The mnduclors will be “sagged’ so as to provide a minimum clearance
above ground of 34 feet at 130 degrees Fahrenheit. Right@f-way widlh
required Is 156 feet for a single circuit H-Frama 345kV line.

I

Line Lenglh:
Voltage
Typlwl Average Load Current:
Conductoc
Structure:
Conductor Configuration
Phase to Phase Spacing
MlnlmumVeticel GroundClearance
Right-f-Way Width

Transmission Line Projecl Cosls
Transmission Line
Right4f-Way

= 160 Miles
345kV
350 AMES
2-795 MCM ACSR
SalfSuppoflng TubularSlael H.Frame
Horizontal
29 Fact
34 Feet
156 Faat (Based on GO-95

Requirements)
$66,190,000
$57,735,000
$8,455,000

2, Base Case, Proponents Envlronmantal Assessment (P. E.A.) Route
Daswiption

The base mse 160mlle route originates just north of Alturas at a tap
point on the existing Bonneville PowarAdminlslratlon 230kV transmission
line, The line would connact with the proposed Hilltop Substation, (Old
Mill Site) north of the Pit River and soulh of Highway 299 west of Alluras;
and then the line runs southerly to and then along a plataau well to the
west of U.S. 395 until approatiing U.S. 395 approximately three mllle
south of Madaline, Figure B, 2-2a illustrates this portion of the proposed
route.

The route would then woss to the east side of U.S. 395, paralleling or in
close proximity to the route of the proposad Tuscerora Gas Pipallne
through the Madeline plains to Ravandale. The roule then runs east
approximately two miles then soulh approximately four miles to Iha route
of the proposed Tuscerora Gas Pipeline, Thence the rou!e parallels or Is
In close proximity to the proposad Tuscerora Gas Pipeline. The route
would then closely parallel U.S. 395 through Secret Vallay. In the vlcinlly
of Smoke Creek Ranch Road, the route leaves U.S. 395 heading
soultisoutheast to the east side of Wandel then south along the eastern
boundary of Slarra Army Dapol. Figures B, 2-2b and B, 2-2c illustrate this
portion of the proposed route.

The proposed transmission line roule would then go around the east side
of the Fort Sage Mounlains, then again paralleling U.S. 395 along the
weslem foothills of the Petersen Mounlain Range (east of U.S. 395). The
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route would cross U.S. 395 and connect to the proposed Bordeflown
Substation site Iotited wilhin Sierra County, California, southwest of
U.S. 395 near Bordertown, Nevada, As shown in Figures B. 2-20 and
B, 2-2d, from the substation, the proposed route would follow along the
northern and easlern flanks of Peavlne Mountain where it would turn east,
paralleling two existing ovarhead power lines to the proposed
transmission line’s wnneclion with SPPCo~s existing North Vallay Road
Subslalion in northarn Reno,

3, Base Case - Land Use DascrlptlonAlong the Proposed P.E.A. Route

Between Alturas, Celifornla, and Reno, Nevada, the landownership along
the Proposed P.E,& roule consists of approximately 47% private land and
53% publio land, The public portion Includes lands of Iha Bureau of Land
Management, Ihe U.S. Forest Service, the California Department of Fish
and Gama and State Lands Commission, Private lands Include open
range lands and some agricultural uses, Including parcels of land ranging
from a few awes to large ranch holdings, The right~f-way (ROW) in
tiich SPPCO.would heve an exclusive easament would be 156 feet
wide,

The following Isa brief general description of the land ownarship startino
from Alturas, Califomi8 Starting just at the outskirts of Alluras city Ilmlts,
the first four miles woss lands balng used for agricultural purposas, The
prefarred line routs has avoided crossing existing residential subdivision
In this area (for aesthetio and EMF reesons). Tha prefarred line roule
from Canterville Road (tha road to Cal Pines, Callfornla), runs In a
southerly direction and up onto tha plateau abova tha cultivated
agricultural fields In the Pit River Valley. The nerd, approximately,
17 miles to the Likely Fire Station crosses undeveloped open space and
forest designated lands of which 63% is undar the jurisdiction of the
Bureau of Land Management (ELM), The preferred line route from the
likely Fire Station, approximately seven miles to the north edge of the
Madetlne Plains, a point threequarters of a mile due west of the town of
Madellne, California, Is under the Jurisdlclionof the ELM and a few private
land ownerships,

The preferred line roula than runs approximately 32 miles in a
southeasterly direction from the notih edge of the Medeline Pialne whiti
then genarally follows on the east side of the highway U.S. 395 past
Termo and Ravendale to the California Roadside Park are at Tule Patti
Spring. The Madeline Plelns in this araa has baen divided Into 40 acre
and 20 awe private parcels which Iia wilhin a 100 yaar flood plain. The
area Is open range with Ilttle cultivated agricultural uses. There are faw .
inhabitants In this area. The majority of these percels are owned by
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absantee landowners. Tha land ownership in this sagment is
approximately 75% privately held,

From the Roadside Park area at Tule Patch Spring, the preferred line
route turns in a more soulherly direction awoss Sacret Vallay. The line
route remains on the east side of highway U.S. 395 through Little Mud
Flat to whera the Southern Pacific Railroad (SPRR) track Uosses
highway U.S. 395, approximately two miles south of Lillle Mud Flat. This
segmant area Is approximately 46% privately held parcels and 54% public
lands. SeWetValley has some cultivated agriculture, but nona is crossed
by the Ilne route,

From the SPRR track crossing highway U.S. 395, the preferred line roule
turns to a more south-southeasterly direction through Wandel, California,
and down Honay Lake Valley north of tha Southarn Paciflo tra~ to the
northeast corner of the Siarra Army Deport. In this segmant,
approximately 46% of the land is privately bald. The area around
Wendet, California, is a mixture of small parcels (ten acras or less) to
Iarga paruls (160 acres). The araa has potentlat for Industrial
development given the axisting Honey Lake Power Plant and a
commercial swine oparatlon (undar construction) and Lassan County’s
conceptual industrial zoning for the area.

Tha antlre P.E,A. line route sagment, approximately 73 miles, from tha
Likely Fire Station, to the northaast corner of tha Siarra Army Dapot is
approximately 54% privately held parcels and ramaining 46% publicly
bald parcels,

From the northeast corner of the Siarra Wmy Dapot, the preferred line
routs follows the Sierra Army Depot boundary soulh for about SIXmiles
before turn!ng In a soulhaasterly dlrectlon to go around the east slda of
the Fort Sage Mountelns, then southwesterly through Dry Valtey to
highway U.S. 395 approximately 21 miles. This preferred Ilne route is a
mixture of priva!a parcets ranging from small parcels (ten acras or less) to
large parcels (160 acres or more), While tha arae southeast of Sierra
Army Depoti is divided up into private parcels, there are few Inhabitants In
the aree, This segment is approximately 45% privately hetd parcels and
55% public lands,

From tha point east of highway U.S. 395 end Dry Valley, the preferred Ilna
route turns south and runs east of highway U.S. 395 and west along the
base of the Petarsen Mountains until it mosses highway U.S. 395 just
three miles nodh of Bordertown, Nevada, and then southeasterly to the
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proposed Bordartown substation site. ‘
16 miles and is 81% public held parcels.
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for the most part are just north of Hallelujah Junction where the araa has
been divided into ten acre parcels and the area near the proposed
subslallon site. Tha ownerships at the south end of Long Valley next to
Bordertown, Nevada, are large ranch holdlngg,

From the proposed Bordertown substation site, the praferred line roule
runs in a southeasterly direction along the base of tha Peavlne Peak to I

the exlgting trangmisslon line corridor, then east to Ihe existing nofih
Valley Road substation. This segment is approximately 16 milas and is !

47% prlvalaly bald parcelg and 53% public lands, ,

Ill. NO Cost Field Reductlon Measuree To Be lm~l emente~

Base Ca9w Tubular Steel H-Freme, 29 Feet Phase-Phase Spacing, Mlnlmum
34 feet line to ground clearance at 130 degree Fahrenhalt mnductor
temperature, 156 feet rlghtof-way width, load ourrent used for the calculations
Is 500 As

Magnetic field at edge of right+f-way = 26.3 mg.

1. No Cost Field Reduction #1, Reduce Conductor Spacln9

Conductor phage to phase spacing wag reduced from 29 feet to 22 feet by
modifying oulglde Ingulatorconfiguration from ‘1’strlnge to ‘V strings, The
rightaf-way wldlh raquired for Ihe reduced phase spacing structure to
meet GO-95 requirements would be 140 feet, The savings associated
with the reduced right+f-way widlh requirements from 156 feat to 140 feet
would pay for tha additional Insulation requlremantg of the modiflad
struclure, Therefore, quellfylng this dasign tiange as a m cost field
reduction option.

Magnatlc Fiald Level et Edge of rlght+f-way ~ fi.j,~g.
Percent Reduction

This no cost modification will be applied to the full l~ngth of the line
regardless of appli~tion of any low cost alternative.

2. No Cost Field Raductlon#2, Route Salectlon

During the route salection process rerouted transmlsglon line in potential
residential areas wilhout increasing ovarall length of the line.

Magnellc Field Leval at Edge of right-of-way = 23.3 mg.
Percent Reduction = not appllcebla

3. No Cost Field Reduction #3, Unfike Phasing

Whare appropriate unlike phasing (wosg phasing) technique will be
applied (i.e. 230kV double circuit-near Altura9) to reduce magnetic field
strengthg, The unlike phasing technique may also be applied Mere the
345kV Ilna may share a corridor wi!h other existing transmission lines.

Iv. Pd ofitv Areas Where Low Cost Measures Are To Be A~ptled

In keeping with the Intant of the CPUC order on Low Co9t measures, a
15.%reduction In field strength at the edge If the right+f-way was selacted aS a

targeVgulde for applying low cost field raducllon measures for the project.

Again, in keeping with the intent of the CPUC decision, areas for which the
publio has ralged questions most frequently are given higher priority In
detarmlnlng where the low cost field management measures would be applied,

For the project, low cost measures will be applied to high priority area SU* as
schools/day care centers, followad by residential and Industrial areas,
recreational area and areas zoned for future residential andor industrial uge.

Schools/daycere renters, residential and mmmerclal/industrial area’s will be
considered for higher field reduction (at reasonable cost) than the low priority
areas suti as reweation areas and agricultural areag. The number of !
schoo19/day care centers and homes within 200 feet of mnterline of the
currently proposed route is m,

Due to the remote location of the line, and with minimal publlc exposure, the
1

areas clagglfled as open gpaca, forest lands, government owned lands,
unpopulated lands, etc. are not being comridared for low cost fiald reduction
measuras.

Area Prioritization (Proposed Revised Route)

Priority Area Line Length (Miles)

Schools/DayCare Centers 0.0

Residential (Includas undeveloped residential) 1.35

Commercialllndustriat ( Includes undeveloped C/l) w

Rewaatlonal

Sub Total 1.76

4.37

6
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Agricultural/Rural

Sub Total

Undavelopad Land (Zoned for Resldanllal)

Undevalopad Land (Zoned for Commercial/lnduslrial)

Unpopulated, Forested, Government Ownad Land

Consewalion
Forested
Open Space
Unclassified

Sub Tolal

TOTAL LINE MILES

V. LOW COST FIELD REDUCTIONALTERNATIVES

m

32,76

0.0

0,0

71.76
2,29

46.89
Q

129.33

163,85

Modified Base Case Tubular Steal H-Frame, 22 fact phase.phase clearanw,
minimum 34 fact line to ground claarance at 130 dagrees Fahrenheit
mnduclor tamparature, 140 feat right+f-way wldlh, Load currant usad for the
celwlatlons is 500A ~PS.

Magnetic field at edge of right-of-way = 23.3 mg,

1! Fiald Raductlon Allamative #l

Increase right+f-way width from 140 feet to 160 faat
Magnetic field at edge of rlght~f-way = 16.5 mg
Percent Reducllon = 20,6%

Inwemental Cost of this Field Reducllon Al!. (Rural) = $l,200~ile
Agrlcullural) = $2,000/Mile

(Urban) = $120,000~ile

2. Field Reduction Altarnalive #2

Increase rightmf-way widlh to 180 feet
Magnatlo field at adge of right+f-way = 14,9 mg
Permnt Reduction = 36%

Irrwemenlal mst of this Fiald Reduclion Al!. (Rural) = $2,400~lle
(Urban) =$200,000/Mile

3. Field Raduction Alternative #3

Inwease conduclor height by 10 feet, rlght~f-way wldlh 140 feet
Magnelic Field at edga of right+ f-way = 20.3 mg
Percent Reduclion = 12,6%

Incremental cost of this Fiald Reducllon all. =$9,900/Mile

4, Field Raductlon Alternative W

Install single pole stael structures (vertical configuration) in pla~ of the
H-Frame structures, and keep the right+f:way width at 140 feet (minimum
ROW required for this configuration Is 65 feet).

Magnetic Field at edge of right~f-way = 17,24 mg
Percent Reduction = 26%

Incremental msUmile (In urban area) = $200,000/Mile

5. Field Reduction Alternative #5

Increase mnductor height by 5 feet
Inwease rightmf-way wldlh from 140 feet to 160 feet

Magnatlc Fiald at edge of right-f-way
Fiald Reduction

Cost for Modification
Structures
ROW (Rural)

Incrementalcostof thisFieldRedudon all. (RuralArea)

6, Field Reduction Alternative W

Increase conductor height by 10 fact
Inwease rightaf-way width to 160 fact

Magnetic field at adga of rightmf-way
Field Raduction

Inmementalcostof this FieldReductionalt. (RurslArea)

7. Field Reduction Alternative #7

Increase mnductor height by 10 feet
Increase right~f-way wldlh to 180 feel

Magnetlo flald at edge of rightmf-way
Percent Reduction

Inwemenlslcostof this FlsldRaductlonalt. (RuralArea)

8. Field Reduction Alternative #6

= 17,5 mg
= 24,9%

= $4,950Wlle
=$1 ,200/Mile
= $6,150Nlle

= 16,6 mg
= 28,7%
=$11,100/Mile

= 13.7 mg
=41%

= $12,300/Mlla

7
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Afler the filing of the PEA, public amments were received on segment ‘B’
of lhe proposed route. The concerns were the aesthetics of the Ilne and
the EMF exposure from the line in the erea designated ae ‘Yulure
residenllal~’

Substation Iocelion and the line route were relocetad away from existing
residential areas to new routs sagment ‘A’.

Cost of this modificellon = $650,000
Cost of this modification for EMF

raasons = 50% ($650,000) = $325,000

vi, FIELD REDUCTIONALTERNATIVES SELECTED

1. Install single pola staal structures with vertical conductor configuration in
reeldenllal area and industrial area, 1.4 mllas (EasWest corridor in NW
Rano), Allemallve W.

Perant Field Reducllon = 26%

Cost (S.P. Construction) =~
Total Cost = $280,000

This alternative provides for a fu!ure reducllon capability, wilh a samnd
circuit in this section of the corridoc Percant reduclion s 380A.

Field cencellallon tetinique will be applied In this mrrldor to raduw the
‘net’ magnetic field from all sources,

(An Inwease In mnductor height i.e., taller slructuras was not mneidered
be~usa during public workshops the public mmmentad that they would
prafar the structures to be as low In profile ae reasonably posslbla.)

Field reduction alternative #2 provides the highest field reduction at the
edge of the right+f-way with the least incremental wst.

2. Irrcraase the right+f-way widlh from 140 feet to 160 fael In reweatlonal
and agricultural araas (32.76 miles), Alternate #1.

Percent Field Reduction = 20.6%
cost = $65,500

Reason for seleclion

1
1

This field reduction alternative was selacted to provide mst+ffedive field
reduction at the edge of tha rightmf-way in the agricultural areas with vary
limited public exposure.

3, Redesignate transmission line roule from .se9ment ‘B’ to se9mant ‘A’,
away from future residential development,

cost = $325,000

Total Cost of all Flald Reduction Alternatives = $670,600

EMF Field Reduction coet as a percentage of project costs = l.OIOA

awms.ooc
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Statementby theCouncilof~c AsncricmPhysid Society
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Physicistsaretiqucntfy &cd to commentonthepotcntfrdtiers ofcsnecrhorn
electromagneticHeIdsthatcrnsnatctim commonpower linm smddectid appliances.~o .
rcco- thattheconnectionbcwccttpowerffnafieldsandmrtccrfsansrrccof condmdrsg
studyby rcscsrchworkersbrmanydscipties in the Utitcd Sratcsandabra~ wcbcliovothatlt
fs pogsjblcsomake sovd obgmadonsbasedontboscicndficeddcncoat drfgdrnet We dgo
believetbsrLh tic htti of tig thobestuseof theMte xcsowcsnvdablc for
cnvironmers~rcsemh andmfdgmfon,itLshrrporfasstfor profcssionsdorgsmfmdoos@ comrsr~t
on dds i99uc. ‘

:fie scientic litarsms andtic Npcrtsofrevicws by otherpancbshownoconsistcn$,
aitimt lfnk betweenearmarandpowcrhe fields, Ws lkcraturehldc$ epidctiologicd
studfw,regah onbiologld sygtcms,andtiygcs ofdrcomdesdbrcracdonmccbanfgrns,No
plaus141ebiophysics ~sms for drogy-c frddEtfonorpromodouofcmccr by thcgo
powerjbre ficl~ havebeeniden~d Wcrmore, tho prcporrdcrnncoofthc cpiderrdologicaf
and bi~phygi~iologimd m~carcbfidfDgs have failed to substsndatotboscdcs w~ch hnve
~rt~d spccfficadversehdth effectstim cxpcsurcto suchfiefds, me it fsfmposslblcto
prove *C no delarcriowhcakheffectsoccurtim expom to mrycnvimnmcsdaffmtor, /t is
ncccsg~ sodcmonstrstaa consistcnbsfgrdfican$mrdcnusdrcladecrshipbefcroonoems
concludethatgusheffecrsdo ~ur. From ddsstandpofrrgtheconjecturesrc~g crmw to
power line fickfs bnvcnotbeenscicntic~y strbsfsrrd~tcd.

Theseunsubstantiatedclahrss,however,havegcncra!cd@ ofpowcr h= h some
commtidcg, lc~g to cxpcnsivcadtfgetioncfforrs,an~ hsgomccases,to lco~y and dvisivo
corrrspiacctigs. ~c coscsof srddgadonandUtigatfonzclatbrgto drepowerh~
cormcctionhaverfsenhto tie b~o~~ of &b anddu~tcn to gomuchfdghcr,~ tivcdors
of thesercsatrrcmto c- a threatwtitib no pcnttmive scicntic basisk di~biig to
us. Mqre s~orss envhnmcntaf problemsarencg[ectcdfor lackoffidbr8 sadpublleattcrstio4
and thqbur&n of costplncd on dusAmcrimn pub~cis fncomrn~ Mtb thc ~ if my.
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Background Paper On Powerlhse Fields and Pssbl\c Health
May 8, 1995

To: Panel on Pubhc Affairs, American Physical Society
I
i From: David Hafemeister Physics Department
i Callforrrla Polytechnic State Unlverslty

San Luls Oblspo, CA 93407
805.544.5096

I dhafemei@oboe.calpoly. edu

I http: //w.calpoly.edu/-dhafemei

/ Re: Background Paper on ‘Power Line Fields and Public Health’ (to be updated
periodically, comments appreciated)

1. Introduction.
11,Summa~ and Conclusions.
Ill Review of ELF/EMF Reviews and Responses,
IV, Epidemiology and Cancer Deta,
V. Blologlcel and Biophysics Experiments.
VI. Theoretical Mechanisms,
Vi]. Prudent Avoidance and Mitigation Costs.

1, Introduction.

1,1, Role of POPA: POPA’S role in the American Physical Soclely is to
examine ways in which ‘physics can help society’ on issues which have a
phyalcs component. Over the past several yeers POPA has examined aspects
of the possible health effects on humans of low level, extremely low frequency
(ELF), 60. Hertz electromagnetic fields (EMF) from power firtes, In 1988,
POPA had briefings from the steff of the Office of Technology Assessment on
their ELF background report. and from the Bell Laboratory. The ELF issue IS
multi-disclptina~ in that it cleady hes elements of biology, medickse,
biophysics. molecular physics and chemistry, and epidemiology. No one

discipline, thus far, has a complete mastery of the subject matter. In our
Investigations we have found that many blophyslclsts are playkrg a key role In
both theory and measurements on ELF. POPA decided It would be duplicative
and expens;ve to beglrt a newsttsdy of the more than 1,000 papers already
written on the ELF topic, a conclusion that was echoed by many professionals
in the aree. For example, the Oak Ridge Associated Universltles (ORAU)
study, described below, was a messive multi.rfisclptinary effort. Similar
reviews have taken place in other countries and by other groups.

1.2. The Scope of this POPA Study: For these reasons. this review of the
ELF data andlts potential effects on pubtic health has examined the following:

.,
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(1)Past reviews of ELF and pubfic heal!h, (2) the ep;demiological data, (3)
selected and suggested papers. and (4) interviews with ‘experts.’ Certainly
this review is not totally comprehensive, but I feel that it is sufficient 10 draw
the conclusions listed below. The scope of our review of jhe data has baen
confined to the posslbla connection of cancer to 60.Hz electromagnetic fields
at the levels that one experiences when tiving near power lines. usually less than
about 5.10 mllllGauss (0.5.1 m~. (50% of homes have average fialds greater
than 0.6 mG, 1Yohave fields greater than 6.6 mG,) This paper will begin with
the conclusions (Sac, 11),followed by sections 111.VIIon the input data. I will
refrain from commenting on controversial issues in these Ieter sections,
except where I will use square brackets, such as IDH: This result is ....1.
Lastly, while this paper has been reviewed in draft by researchers in the ELF
area, by POPA, and by others, its contents ore the sole responsibility of the
author.

Il. Conclusions,

Il. 1. General Conclusion: The sclantlffc literature and the reports of reviaw
panels show no consistent, slgnlflcant link batwean cancer and tha 60.Hz ELF
fields, This literature Includes epidemlologlcal studies, resaarch on biological
syatema, and tha analyses of theoretical machantsms. This rasult is consistent
with those that have advanced arguments that there can be no such link. The
preponderance of the epidemiologlcal and biophyslcal~olologlcal res~orch
findings have failed to substantiate those studies that have raported specific
adverse health effects from the exposure to 60.Hz ELFs, it is always possible
that some minor carcinogenic connection might be found, but the present data
do not eslabhsh that connation. For expenditures for mitigation to ba
justified, there should be some consistent, meaningful combination of the
following factors: (a) A plausible coupling mechanism at the cellular level
exists, (b) the coupling must produca conslstant biochemical changes, (c) the
biochemical changes must be detrimental, (d) meaningful epidemiology data
should determine the degree of danger, and finally, (e) upper.bound ELF
mitigation costsshould be comparable to those for other dpngers mitigated in
society. The current level of spending for ELF mitigation is more than a
billion dollars a year, an amount which claarly cannot be justified on the basis
of applying the above criteria to the data. This spending has been driven by
the combination of unlimited ‘prudent avoidance” in a feerful society.

11.2, Reviews of the ELF Data (Sec. Ill). None of the scientific panels that have
carried out comprehensive reviews of the data has concluded that there is an
estabhshad link batween ELF and cancer.

11.3. Epidemiology (Sec. IV): The scientific panels that have reviewed the ELF
epidemiology data have found tham inconsistent and inconclusive. It is
necessa~ whan comparing the data to separate the results by cancer type.
Fo example, consider the recent case of {hree studias of electrical workers
and a fourth study of non-electrical workers in Sweden. The 1993 California
study reported no association of EMF with either Iaukemia or brain cancer
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while the 1993 Canadian. French study reportad an increase in leukemia, and a
modest association of ELF with brain cancer. The 1995 Savitz/Loomis study
reported no association of ELF with leukemia, but they did report an
association with brain cancer. The 1993 Swedish study reported an
association of ELF with Iaukemie, but thay did not report an association with
brain cancer. Thus. these four ‘best studies’ repon ve~ contradictory
results. One has to look at the Savitz/Loomis data in Sec. IV.4 to gain some
understanding for the statistics Involvad in making Ihese judgments. It is vev
difficult to statistically datermina relative risk factors of less than two for rare
modes of death because of the many confounding factors.

11.4. Biology and Biophysics Experiments (Sec. V): The scientific review
panels, the review articles, and the research papers that we have investigated
do not claim a causal link between ELF and cancer. In addition, the review
panels and review articles have pointed out that there is a large problem with
replicating the experimental results.

11,5. Theoretical Mechanisms (Sec. Vi): No plausible biophysical mechanism
for the systematic initiation or promotion of cancer by these extremely weak
ELF’s has been Idantifiad. The lack of epldamiological avidence and
experimental evidence establishing a fink between ELF and cancer inconsistent
with the biophysical calculations that rule out the carcinogenic effects because
the thermal noise fields are larger than the fields from ELF. Since quantum
machanics, thermal noise fluctuations, and cancer promotion are all statistical
effects, it is difficult to derive a proof that is a necessary and sufficient
condition to preclude all cancer promotion, Howaver. these fundamental
calculations are a significant guide post to conclude that the ELF.cancer fink, if
any, should be extremely difficult to detect because of its small, if any,
magnitude.

11.6. Prudent Avoidance (See.Vll. 1): Spending considerable funding to
mitigate ELF under the guidance of ‘Prudent avoidance’ would make sense if
the ELF risk was documented and some measure of cost.effectiveness could
be determined. This is not the case for the alleged advers$ effects from
ELF/EMF. Since prudent avoidance does not place a limit on mitigation
costs, it allows fear to propal society’s institutions to spend more than St
billion per yeer (S23 billion in total by t 993). Prudent avoidance runs counter
to the prioritization of spending on a cost. effectiveness basis. In normal
courtroom practice, the plaintiff has the burden to prove damages or risks in
order to obtain action from the sociaty, and it should be in the ELF case as
well, Prudent avoidance essentially states to the public that there is a likely
possibility of danger to them and that we should bagin to spend money to
mitigate the risk. if any.

11.7. Who will speak on the ELF issue? The study of ELF has become a
multidlsclpllnaV affort and therefore many dtierent professional voices are
needed to comment on this issue, Thus, the National Academy of Sciences
(NAS/NRC) is examining the ELF Issue. Unfortunately, the NAS/NRC will only
assess whether there is a health risk from ELF without c~nsideration of
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economics. If the conclusions of this paper are correct, one would assume
that the NAS/NRC will conclude that the ELF risk has not been proven.
However, bacause one cannot prova Ihere is”no risk, there will be
uncertainties and the final answer can only establish an upper timit, D, on risk.
Since tha NAS will not address the cost for mitigation, the upper bound error
bar(D) can be used as an argumant for mitigation funding. Ciearly, a broader
approach is needed. Because physicists have worked on many aspacts of this
multldisciptina~ topic, our views are ralevant. In exploring this issue, I have
asked ELF.researchers if thay would ba troubled If we had a statement that
stated the simple concepts of (1) don’t scare sociaty with ELF, (2) don’t spend
billions to mitigate. Ilis my impression that the serious ELF professionals will
walcome such an APS statement. And, I think it iS our professional ob~gation
to spaak up.

11.8. Journalism: The number of newspaper rrtorias on ELF rose from 233 in
1992 to 548 in 1993 (S. Friedman, Quiil, Jan. 1995), Tha number of
magazine stories rose from 101 in t 99210216 in 1993. The writings of P.
Brodeur have baen followed with headlines of “Is My Electric Blankat Killing Me’
to ‘Chilling. Posslbiht~ That A Powar That Has Improved Lifa Could Also
Destroy It” to ‘Warning: Electricity Can be Hazardous to Your Health.’ Even
when an article is avan.handad, the caption at the top read, ‘Steps to Protect
Yourself from Dangar.. Real and Potential.’ My conclusion is that the science
and relative risk methodology of ELF/EMF often undercut the quality of
journalism in a frae and fear. prona society.

Ill. Review of ELF Reviews and Government/Industry Rasponses.

Ill. 1. The Oak Rldga Associated Unlvarsitlas (ORAU) panel (Health Effects of
LOW Frequency Electric and Magnellc fields, Juna 1gg2) prepared Its rePofi
at the request of the Presldentlal Committee on Interagency Radiation
Researchand Policy Coordination (CIRRPC). Tha panel was made up of
scientists from the following disciplines: 5 biologists, 3 epidemiologists. 2
physicists, 1 electrical engineer. Over a period of 1.5 yea~s, the panel
examinad 1,000 journal articles. The ORAU panel concluded the following:

“From the published studies, evidence iS lacKn9 to demonstrate that electric
or magnetic fields act as cancar initiators, by allerin9 structural ProPe~ies of
DNA, function as cancer promoters by inducing or accelerating cell growth, or
influence tumor progression.’

‘If a rapidly increasing widespread exposure were indeed strongly associated
wilh childhood cancers. and if no strong counte~ailing trends in other risk
factors were occurring, we should be witnessing an obsewable epidemic of
childhood cancers. However, there is fittle, if any evidence of such an
epidemic of childhood cancer.”

.The suggested reproductive risks of electric and magnetic fields are not
supported by the totahty of the basic science and humanstuties that pertain to

reproduction. Howevar, the fact that a reproductive effect may not seem
biologically plausible and that adequata documentation of an increased risk has
not been demonstrated In human studies does not maan that these concerns
should be summarily dismissed.”

‘This review indicates there is no convincing evidence In the pubtished
Iitarature to support the contention that exposures to extremely low frequency
electric and magnetic fields (ELF.EMF) generated by such sources aa
houaahold appllancas, video display terminals. and local Power Iinas are
demonstrable health hazards.’

‘The lack of converging epidemiologlcal and biological supped for tha
occasionally reported adverse health effects Is consistent with calculations of
quantities based on fundamental laws of physics for describing electric or
magnetic fields.’

‘Although exposure to ELF-EMF does not appear to constitute a public health
problem; thare is evidence that these fields may produce some biological
effects, such aschanges in the pattern of secretion of the hormane melatonln
and enhancement of healing of bone fractures.’ [DH: There is some
disagreement on the melatonhr and bona heafing data, and much of it is at
higher B fields.]

‘This review does not provide justification for a major expansion of the
national research effort to Invastlgate the health effects of ELF.EMF. In the
broad scope of research needs in basic sciance and health research, any health
concerns over exposures to ELF-EMF should not receive a high priodty.g

111.2, UK Report: Report of an Advisoy Group on Non.ionizing Radiation.
National Radiological Protection Board, Electromagnetic Fields and the Risk of
Cancer 3 (1992):

‘In summary, the epidemiologlcal findings that have been reviewed provide no
firm evidence of the existence of a carcinogenic hazerd from the exposure of
patamai gonads, the fetus, children, or adults to the extrem.;ly; low fraquency
electromagnetic fields that might be associated with residence near major
sources of electricity supply, the use of electrical appliances. or work in the
electrical. electronic, and telecommunications Industries. Much of the
evidence that haa baen cited is Inconsistent, or darives from studies that have
been Irzadaquately controlled and some is likely to have been distorted by bias
against the reporting or publishing of nagative resuits. The only findng that
is at all notable is the consistency with which tha least weak evidenca relates to
a small risk of brain tumors. This consistency IS, however, less impressive
than might appear. as brain tumors in childhood arid adult are different in
origin.arising from ~fferent types of cells.*

‘In the absence of any unambiguous axparimental evidence to suggest that
exposure to these electromagnetic fields is fikely to be carcinogenic, in the
broadest sense of the term, the findings to date can be regarded only as
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sufficient to justify formulating a hypothesis for testing by fuflher
investigation.’

111.3Battelle Conference: B. Mlson, R. Steven, L. Anderson, ed. Extremely
Low Frequency Electromagnetic Fields The Question of Cancer, Battelle
Press, Columbus, Ohio, 1990):

The editors state: ‘The first tenet ofour discussion is thet cancer induction
ISa stochastic process, That is to say, lt isprobabillstic in nature ..... At
this time, there areinsufficien! data tojudge whether or not ELF fields
influence cancer rates... To date. noconvinclng laborato~evidence has been
obtained indicating that ELF fields ceuse damage to DNA.,. However, a
recent report offers evidence that ELFexposure can increase micronuclei
formalion inmouse polychromatic e~lhrocytea, suggesting possible
chromosomal loss. Effects on calciummay increase oxidatlve stress to cella.
andtumor promoters hava been found toincrease oxidative stress as well.
Thus experiments designed specifically toidentl~p ossiblat umor.promoter
activity such as initiation.promotion are suggested ..... It is not our intent to
argue that ELF exposure increases cancer risk: rather, we wish to suggest
areas where;n future experiments maybe carried out. Whethar or not ELF
electric and magnetic fields contribute tolncreased cancer risk, it is .
important to conduct scientific studies that will reduce theuncetielnty
currently associated with the question of cancer.’

'Although experimental studies have shown that electromagnetic fields can, in
some circumstance. affact lhephyslology and blochemlst~ of cells, they do
not appeartc damage directly the genetic material, DNA,in cells and therefore
are unlikely to ect as an lnitlatorof cancer.” [DH: There Is disagreement over
the reportlngs ofaomeof the blologicaie!fecta, particularly at the 10mG
level.]

111.4.K. Foster, ”Weak Magnetic fields: ACancer Connection? ’ln Phantom
Risk, Ed. byK, Foster, D, Bernstein and P. Huber, MIT Press, 1993. Foster’s
study covers epidemiology and bio.medlcal data upto No~ember 1992,
including the Swedish data. Foster’s analysis anddata donotsuppod the
EMF cancer connection: ‘Inscience onecandraw noconcluslons from
unexplained phenomena orlnconclusive studies. But in the courtroom it is
sometimes enough just to raise questions. Andthese atudies have done that
ve~well,’ Andin Physics and Society 21,5(1993): ‘The epidemiologic
data does notdlrectly point to”fields’ ascausative agents... The bioeffects
literature is ve~nolsy, with manyunexplained or nonreproducible phenomena,
and often speculative .... The most relevant data comes from epldemlology,
followed bycertain kinds ofanimal screening studies,” (See Sec. lV.)

111.5. institute of Electrical and Electronic Engineera(l988, 1991) anal~ed six
major reports (WHO-1984, WHO.1987, AIBloSci-1985,
FloridaEMFSciAdComm.1985, WestAssoc.1986t NYPwrLSclAdPanel.1987):
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‘(1988): lnresponse tothepubhc interest inthissubject, wehave madean
analysis of six recent major scientific committee reports relating to power-
frequency electric and magnetic fields. Allofthese reports concluded that
there is insufficient information todefine safeand unsafe field levels. In
general, there is not enough relevant scientific data to establish whether
common exposure topower.frequencyfields should be considereda health
hazard.’

‘(1988): Atpresent there isnoconsensus expressed lnanyof the published
reports as to which factor, the electric or magnetic field IS biologically
important, Similarly, the roles of field strength. duration of exposure, and
intermittent versus continuous exposure are also unknown.’

‘(1991): 'The associations between exposure topower-frequency magnetic
fields andcancer reported inepidemiological literature thus far are not
conclusive, because thedegree ofassociation hasoften been low. because
exposure characterization and dose response Information have been limited,
and because the possibility of confounding factors has been only partially
investigated. The laborato~ studies themselves have not ;ndicated a health
hazerd.’

111.6.National Academy of Sciences/National Research Council (NAS/NRC): In
1991, The Congress asked the NAS/NRC to determine the possible effects of
EMFsonblologlcal systems, Itisexpected to becompletedhzl ate 1995, The
1992 Energy Policy Act established a S65 M/five yeer program on ELF
research, which is being reviewed by the NAS/NRC. The Electric and
Magnetic Fields lntera~eacy Committee shall prepare a final report on the
possible health effects onthisresearch on EMFby March3l, 1997. The GAO
stated (GAO/RCED.94-115): ‘Because of the delays, many research projects
that are to belmplemented under the act will not begin unlil fiscal year 1995,
thus reduchrgt hea mount oflnformatior. that can reobtained and reported to
the Congress by Merch 31, 1997. ”IDH: Neither of these studies ware studies
were asked to consider the costs of mitigation in reaching their conclusions
and recommendations. They were asked only 10 determine if there is. or is
not, ahealth effect, without economic factors. lfthe NAS/NRC concludes that
thelrare nohealth effects, butthere isanupper bound uncedalnty, D, thenthe
political momentum ofprudent avoidance can beusedas an argument to
mltlgate on the basis of the upper bound, D, of risk,]

111.7,National Cancer lnstitute(NCl, http: //www.os,dhhs,gov): ‘A small
number of cell cukure studies .hava indicated that ELF fields may
causebiological effects In living tisauea, such as Interference with
proteinsynthesis. However, these biological effects have not been proven
hazardous. There isstlll no evidence tkat ELF fields cause or
promotecancerous tranaformationof normal cells. Studies of laboratory
animals exposed to ELFradlation have not shown anyincreased risk of
cancer. Occupational studies of electrical workers have suggested.an
association with cancers, particularly leukemia and brain tumors. However,
these studies are difficult to interpret because electrical workers are often
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exposed to chemicals, solvents, and other carcinogens .... Human
epidemiologic studies of ELF fields and cancer have been inconsistent and
inconclusive,’ (Dec. 1992) [DH: Note Iheuse of the word ‘may’ before
‘cause biological effects.’ Note that the Savitz 1995 aludy reverses Ihe
electrical worker data.]

111.8.Environmental Protection Agency’s ‘QM about EMFs,’ (1992) states that
‘We are not sure if EMF exposure adversely affects human health.’ A call to
the EPA-EMF hot line (1.800.363.2363) gets the same answer. The EPA
(’Electric Power Lines: QM on Research into Health Effects’) states
●Governmental reviews have concluded that existing scientific evidence.
although sl:ggestive, does not show that EMF cause cancer. These include
national reviaws by: an Adviso~ Board to the U.S. EPA, Advisory Panel to
the Australian Minister of Health, National Radiological Projection Board of
the UK, Danish Ministry of Health, French National Institute of Health and
Medical Research, and reviews by the states of California. Texas,
Connecticut, Illinois, Maryland and Colorado,’

111.9.The Department of Transpotiation, in a series of reports on ‘Potential
Health Eiiects... of ELF .... to Maglev and otherElectric flail Systems’
(DGT/FRA/GRD.93 .31, plus others) does not make e ccnnaction between ELF
and cancer, but cautiously says the knowledge Is inadequate. Similarly, the
Final Environmental Impact Statement, Vof. II on the Northeast Corridor
Improvement Project Electrification .New Haven, CT to Boston, MA (Ott,
1994) concludes, ‘Few of the recent studies were able to estimate and control
for other occupational exposures or personal factors that may affect the
occurrence of cancer. Some of the studies were Iimited”in their ability to
asaess an individual’s lifetime exposures. None. of the studies, including these
recent studies using improved measures of EMF exposure, indicates an overall
increase in total cancers, that is, all types considered togather in electrical
workers, or other exposed populations Consistent aasociatlons hava not been
reported for any specific type ofcancer and exposure to magnetic fields.’

The DOT EfS states ~hat EMF mitigation is part of their NE Corridor proposal
(Vol. 1, p. 5-5): ‘Tne overhead catenaV system and powdr transfer facilities
design has been shown to minimize environmental EMF along the right-of.way
in over a decade of operation powering the TGV system in France. The out.
of.phaae currents in the catenary and return feeder provide a partial magnetic
field cancellation (except for the passengers in the current loop). At 30 feet
from the track, the EMF due to this design is about half that produced by each
overhead wire’s current. In addition to EMF field reduction, this design offers
EMF minimization atthe source. As a consequence, no specific changes are
recommended in the overhead catenary design.*

111.10. The Electric Power Research fnstitute states that $40 M was spent in
1993 from all sources on EMF research. its budget is about $10 M/yr. DOE
and indust~ will spend $65 M/5y. See Electrical and Magnetic Fields Research
Abstracts (EPRI Tfi.1 04359. August 1994) for research projects.

I

I

Ill. t 1. P. Buffler. Dean. School of Public Health, University of California.
Berkeley (UC. Berkeley Wellness Letter 11, 1, Nov. 1994): .In April, in a paper
presented to the National Council for Radiation Protection, .... Buffler...
highlighted the serious weaknesses of this [93. Swedenl and similar studes
and pointed out how the results have been overblown and misrepresented ....
Some scientists have proposed various sketchy theories to explain the
dangers of EMFs, but none of these hypotheses has widespread support... the
evidence so far certainly does not justify inordinate concern, let alone
hysteria..,. Some call this ‘prudent avoidance,’ but others say it IS waffling.
Carried to an extreme this policy could result in spending mllhons of dollars
(passed on to us in higher energy rates and appliance prices) to avoid an
unidentified or ‘phantom’ hazard, according to Buffler..

IV, Epidemiology and Cancer Data: (See Sec. Ill for panel reviews,)

IV, 1. Recent Complfation of the Data: The December 1994 issue of IEEE
Spectrum fists the references and results for 15 epidemiology studies before
the recent 1995 Savitz/Loomis study. The first major study by N,
Werthelmer and E. Leaper in 1979 triggered journalism that then created a
large public response. These results are greatly dlscreditedby the totality of “
tha 16 studies. The early ,resutts also were plaguedby Ihe fact that they
reported an aasociatlon with power fines (wire codes) but they did not report
an association with measured spot fields, It is necessa~ when comparing the
data to separate the results of these study by cancer type. “For example,
consider the caseof three studies of electrical workers. The 1993 California
study reported no cssociatlon with either leukemia or brain cancer. The 1993
Canadian-French study reported gn increase in teukemia. and a modest
association with brain cancer. The 1995 Savitz/Loomis study reported no
aaaociation wllh leukemia, but they did report an association with brain
cancer. One has to look at the Savitz/Loomis data in Sec. IV.4 to gain some
understanding for the statistics involved in making these judgments. IDH:
The inconsistency in the results of these 16 studies is ev;dence of either a
truly small or nonexistent risk, or else a measure of the co~~ounders of
different Iifestyfes, chemical exposures, etc.1

IV.2. Confounders and Causality: Epidemiological data can be biased by
other factors, called confounders, for example data (Scl. Amer. 271 , 26, Dec.
1994) showing that “People of color .. defined by the report as the total
population less nort.Hispanic whites .. are currently 47 percent more tikely than
are whites to five naor a commercial toxic waste facility.” Other data (Science
267, 1269, 1995): ‘... social instability, as indicated by parental divorce,
which correlates with a fess of 4 years from a person’s Hfe span.’ Since each
epidemiology study will have different confounders. these effects, such as the
soclo.economic factor of tiving near a power fine must be removed from the
data. It is clear that a correlation and associations between epidemiology
variables can be meaningful, but it does not prove causafity.
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[DH: These kinds of confounders are ve~ important when one is examining
relaiive risks of less than two for rarer dealh causes. Tne ELF epidemiology
is further complicated by the fact that the dosimetry is usually not directly
measured, and when doslmeters are used they usually do not determine the
harmonic components as a function of time so important for Faraday’s law of
induction, Some ELFworkers have stated that it makes little sanse to establish
larger epldemiologlcal studies beyond the ‘best” study of Savitz/Loomis
because the lack of real doslmetry will make the studies of hmited utility.]

IV.3. University of North Carotina Study on Electrical Workers Mortalily (D.
Savitz and D. Lomis, Amer. J. of Epidemiology 141, 123.134, 1995):
‘Reports of leukemia and brain cancer among men in electrical occupations
suggest a small increase in risk, but most previous studies have failed to
claseify magnetic field exposure accurately or 10 consider potential
confounders. The authors conducted an historic cohort mortality study of
138,905 men employed at fiva large electric power companies In the U.S.
between 1950.86 with at least 6.monlha of work experience. Exposure waa
estimated by linking individual work histories to data from 2,842 workshift
magnetic field measurements. Mortality followup Identified 22.733 deaths
based on 2,656,436 person.years of experience. Death rates were analyed in
relation to magnetic field exposure Mstory with Poisson regression. Total
mortality and cancer mortality rose slightly with increasing magnetic field
exposure. Leukemia mortality however, was not associated with indices of
magnetic field exposure except for work as an electrician. Breln cancer
mortality was modestly etevated in relation to duration of work in exposed
jobs and much more strongly associated with magnetic field exposure indices.
Brain cancer risk increased by an estimated t .94 per microtesla-year of
magnetic field exposure in the previous 2.10 ye3rs, with a mortality rate ratio
of 2.6in the highest exposure catego~. tn contrast to other studies, these
data do not suppon an association between occupational magnetic field
exposure and leukemia but do suggest a link to brain cancer.’

Savitz Data ($5M over 7 years):
Cause of Death Observed Deaths Expected Deaths ..Mortality Ratio (+/-
95Y0)
All Causes 20,733 26,779. 50.77 (0.76.0.78)
All Cancer 4,833 5,515. 10.86 (0.84.0.69)
Brain/newous sys 151 156, 40.95 (0.6t.l .12)
Leukemia 164 217. 00.76 (0.64.0.88)

Leukemia Results: For leukemia, relative risk (vs. total exposure in mT-yr)
from Savitz/Loomis: RR(mT-yr): 1.0(0.0.6), 1.28(0,6-1 .2), 0.94(! ,2-2.0),
0.72(2.0.4.3), 1.62(>4.3). Thus, Savitz conclusion of no association with
leukemia is in agreement with the California study but in disagreement with
the Canadian. French and 1993 Swedish studies.

Brain Cancer Results: Savitz quotes an RR of about 1.5-2.5 which is similar
to the French-Canadian result of about 1.5, but in disagreement with the
California and 1993 Swedish results of no aasociatlon,

1.
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Savltz Press Release (1-1 1.95): .Akhough the most recent studies had found
evidence that magnetic fields were related to ieukemia, we did not .... The
positive association between magnetic fields and brain cancer that we saw
was stronger than had been saen in previous studies of electric utility
workers ..... [t is disappointing that our results do not provide a clearer
picture when combined with the previoue studies of electrical workers and
patiicularly electrical utility workers.”

Washington Post, Jan. 12. 19g5: ‘Savitz stressed yesterday that lethal brain
cancers are rara -- occurring at a rate of about 6 per 100,000 persons in the
general population .. and thus even a doubling of the risk does not pose a
dramatic threat. ‘1don’t want to downplay the adverse aspacts of our
findings, but one thing our study does IS show once a9ain there IS not some
public health disaster lurking out there.’

IV.4. Sweden (M. Feychting and A. Ahblom, Am. J. Epidemi. 138, 467.
461,1993):

‘For childhood leukemia and with cut off points at [average residential
exposure] 0.1 and 0.2 mT, the relative flsk (RR) Increased over the two
exposure Ievela and was estimated at 2.7 (95V0 c, I.: 1.0.6.3) for 0.2 mT and
over .... For brain tumors or for all cttlldhood cancars togethar there was little
support for an association .... In adults and for magnetic fields of 0.2 mT and
over, the RR for acute myeloid (AML) end chronic myeloid leukemia (CMD
was estimated at 1.7 (0.8.3,5) and 1.7 (0.7.3 .8).’

R. Wilson and A. Shlyakhter (Amer. J, of Epideml. 1995) analyze (with humor)
the Swedish Results: ‘... This suggests that” thera is an unusually large number
of cases, leading to a larger risk ratio among the 262 (695-433) homee for
which there were no spot measurements. This leads us to speculate that the
falture to make a spot measurement might itself be associated with an
Increase in leukemia,”

IV,5. Danish Study (J, Ohlson, Brit. Med. J. 307. 8gl .g5,”l gg3):

“This etudy demonstrated that the risk of lymphatic cancer is increased among
children with exposure to magnatlc fields from high.voltage tines of 0.1 mT (1
mG) or greater. On tha other hand, no increasa In risk was found at t~s
exposure level for either Ieukemla or brain tumor. For all three types of cancer
combined an Increased risk was also found at magnetic field axposures of 0.4
mT (4 mG) or greater, which corresponds to a residential distance of 25.

. 50meters from the ‘most powerful’ transmission facilities,’

G. Taubes (Science, 262, 649, 1993) quotes P. Buffler, the dean of the School
of Public Health, University of California at Berkaley, who attacks the groupine
of Danish data. [OH: Study used the crude power line distance parameter,
and based on few numbers.]
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IV.6. Finland (Bioelectromagnetics 14, 229.36, 1993)

,.,.. 68,300 boys snd 66,500 girls aged 0.19 years Iiving ....in magnetic fields
calculated to be greater than 0.01 mT (O.1 mG) ... 140 cases of cancer were
observed (145 expected; standardized incidence ratio 0.97, 95% confidence
interval 0.81 to 1.1). No statistically significant increases in ell cancers and in
leukemia and Iymphoma were found in child at any exposure level. A
statistically significant excess of nervous system [brain] tumors was found in
boys (but not in girls) who were exposed to ma~natic fields greater than 0.2
mT (2 mG) or cumulative exposure of greater than 0.4 mT-years (4 mG.y).’

“Conclusions: Residential magnetic fields of transmission power lines do not
constitute a major public health problem regarding childhood cancer, The
small numbars do not allow further conclusions about the risk of cancer in
stronger magnetic fields. ”

IV.7. Joint Canada/France Utility Workers (American Journal of
Epidemiology, March 15, 1994). [OH: This study combined 3 separate
studies and has some internal inconsistencies. Of the 32 cancer types
examined, only two showed an association, which might be expected when
considering so some many statistical linkages.]

‘223,000 male utility workers.,, A significant association between exposure
to EMF and leukemia end brain cancer has not been obtained .... Overall,
combkzing all different cancer types, the study did not find any association
between the cancer cases analyzed and electric or magnetic fields. Proceeding
then to a separate anslysis of 25 different cancers and 7 regrouping among
these cancers, an association was found in only three. For these Ihree cancer.
type/regroupings, a link with cumulative exposure to megne;ic fields was
obsewed for acute non-lymphocytic leukemia (60 cases), including 47 cases of
acute myeloid Ieukemla and atype of brain tumor known astrocytoma (41
cases). However, no relatlonwas found belween length of exposure and effect:
the results were inconclusive for astrocytoma, given the low number of
subjects and the Imprecision of the findings.’

.,.

IV.8. Cancer Mortalities vs. Electrical Usage: J. D. Jackson: (Proc. Nat.
Acad. Sci 89, 3508-10, 1992). ‘Total per capita power generation has
increased by a factor of 10 since 1940, and per capita residential
consumption has increased by a factor of 20 in the same period .... When
respiratory cancers (largely caused by tobacco use) are subtracted. the
remaining death rate has actually fallen since t940.” The Oak Ridge report
points out that electrical power use has increased by nearly three orders of
magnitude during ttis centu~. Some cancer mofiality rates have risen, and
others have fallen. Because oi changes in cancer detection and medical
intervention, it is dfficult to make EMF totally blameless on the basis of the
data. Nonetheless, because of the marked increase of electricity consumP~on
(factors of 10.20, tOOO).it seems clear that EMF cannot be a significant
cause of cancer. IDH: This paper has beenattacked because it does not
determine if ELF causes cancer in small ways, and because wiring codes and
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cancer detection processes have changed between t 940 and 1990.
Nevertheless, this papar shows that ELF is not a significant health problem.]

IV.9. Brain Cancer Data: The NCI Suweillance, Epidemiology, and End
Results (SEER) report of November 1994 and Science 267, 1414 (1995) give
the changea in cancer rates between 1973 and 1991. For mortatity rates, of
the eight types that increased, brain cancer was ranked 6th with an increase
of 0.7 Y./year, for incidence rates, brain cancer was ranked 7th at 1,2Y0/year.
The rate of increase in the incidence in brain cancer is about the same as the
rate of cancer incidence at all.sites. The total incidence and mortalily rates for
all forms of cancer are 390.4 and 172.8 per 100,000 persons, respectively.
The leukemia and brain mortality rates are 7.6 and 4.8 respectively.

The NCI comments (May 1994): .Sclentists believe a substantial part of the
increase in brain cancer rates, especially in the older groups, is due to the
advent of sophisticated scanning and imaging equipment, which are better
able to detect brain tumors .... Factors shown to have a link to brain tumors.
such as certain heritable conditions and childhood radiotherapy to the head,
are uncommon and account for only a small percentage of the total number of
cases.”

V. Biology and Biophysics Experiments (see Section Ill for panel reviaws):

V.1. Comments: In general Ihese experiments use magnetic fields to
‘stimulate’ a biological response, rmd not the electric field which is raduced by
a factor of 108 in the human body. The views of biomedical.biophysics
panefs (Sec. Ill) and the research below do not show a fink between ELF and
cancer. [DH: I have asked the researchers that I called for evidence of such a
link and they saidthere was no evidence. The review panels and others have
pointed out that there Is a problem with replicating the experimental results
described below. Two of the main researchers I called stated that their work
had only been ‘partially rephcated.”1

V.2. T. Teneforde (Ann. Rev, Publ. Health, 13. t 73-196, (i992)) concludes
tha following: ‘Various different effects of ELF magnetic fields heve been
reported to occur at the cellular, tissue, and animal levels. Certain effects.
such as the Induction of magnetophosphenes In the visual system, have been
estabhshed through replication in several laboratories. Many other effects.
however, have not been independently verified or, in some cases. replication
efforts have led to conflicting results. A substantial amount of experimental
evidence Indcates that the effects of ELF magnetic fiefds on cellular
biochemlst~, structure. and function can be related to the induced current
density, with a majority of the reported effects occurring at current density
Ievefs in excess of 10 mWm2. These effects, therafore. occur at induced
current. density levels that exceed the endogenous currents normally present In
hving tissues. From this perspective, it is ext<eme!y dfficult to interpret the
results of recent epidemiological studies that have reported a correfetion
between cancer fncidence and exposure to 50.Hz or 60-Hz magnetic ffelds
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with very low flux densities, The levels of current densily induced in Iissue by
occupational or residential exposure to these fields are, in nearly all
circumstances, significantly lower than the levels found in laboratory studies to
produce measurable perturbations in tiologicel functions. There is a clear
need for additional epldemiological research to clarify whether exposure to
ELF magnetic fields is, in fact, causally finked to cancer risk. Laboratory
animal studies conducted under controlled conditlona are also needed to
determine whether ELF magnetic fields can initiate or promote tumors. In
addition, more studies of both a theoretical and experimental nature are
needed to elucidate the molecular and cellular mechanisms through which low.
intensity magnetic fields can influence living systems. A growkrg body of
evidence Indicates that cell membranes play a key role in the transduction and
amplification of ELF field signals. Elucidation of the physical and biochemical
pathways that mediate these transmembrane slgnafing events will reprasent a
major advance in our understanding of the molecular basis of magnetic field
effecls on biological systems.

“Foster (Sec. 111.4)concfudes on the mefatonkrwork: ....... Most employed
fields far above environmental levels... fn short, the health significance of
these effects la unclear, and in several casea there is reason to question their
existence. Givan the dismal record for reproducibility of bioeffects ....’

J. Stather of the UK National Radiological Protection Board comments
(Science 267, 451, 1995): ‘Although Iabordtory stud!as have suggested that
electromagnetic fields can Influence growth In both plant and animal cultures,
the effects of such studies, ‘when properly controlled,’ have usually turned out
to be inconclusive.’

EPA (“Electric Power Lines. Q/A on Research Into Health Effects. Bonneville,
May 1994): ‘Some reported effects of 60.Hz EMF in laborato~ studies:
Increase in bone fracture. healing, avoidance of strong fields, decrease in the
hormone melatonin, changes in stress hormones, fl?ld detection, slowing of
human heart rate, changea in human brain activity, changes in tumor
development, changes in white blood cell counts, tempora~ effect on growth,
changas in behavior tests, changes in biorhythms, changes in functions of cells
and tissues.’ IDH: Note tha verb reported means often unconfirmed, some
disputed, and some are not replicated. Also, many of these experiments have
been carried out at flalds well above 10 mG.1

V,3. Animals: Honey bees follow B fields (Walker/Bitterman, J. Comp.
Physiol, 157, 67.73,1995, and Science 265.95, I gg4) do~’n to a few mG DC
accuracy and sea tudfea turn when B varies at earth’a locations (Science 264,
661 (1994), [DH: Note that detection of DC fiefds is not detection of AC
fields, and it certainly is not cancer promotion. The honey bees are
insensitive to AC fields,]

R. Goldberg (EMF Health Report 1 (1993): ‘Results of these experiments Ion
animals] were predominately negative: there was a scatterln9 of cancers amon9
the animals, but no consistent pattern of tumors. The conclusion, by the
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majority of scientists doinglhe studies, was that the tumors seen in animals
exposed to EMF were due to chance alone.’

V,4. Montrose and Lltovitz (Phys./Soclety 21, 7,1992) report changes in
ornitine decarboxylase (ODC) enhancement in chick embVos with ELF. Adey
in Battelle book discusses communication between cells through gap.junctions
which are sensitive to Iow.frequency EMF. ‘We hypothesize that cancer
promotion with tumor formation may involve dysfunction at cell membr~nes.
disrupting inward and outward signal streama.s

V,5, Magnetite in the Brain (J, Kirschvink et al, Proc. of Nat. Acad. Sci. 89,
7663, 1992): ‘These magnetic and high. resolution transmission electron
microscopy measurements Imply the presence of a minimum of 5 million
alngfe.domaincrystals per gram for most tissues In the brain..,.. indicate the
c~atafs are in clumps of between 50 and 100 particles .... Sampfes from
seven brains were obtained from patients whose agea everaged 65 years...
Subsamples for magnetic measurements were removed form the tissues by
ualng similar tools in a magnetically shieldad dust.free clean laboratory.
Measurements of the ferromagnetic materials wera made using a
magnetometer employing Rf.biased SQUIDS .... 3.100 rig/g of magnetite..’

[DH: This work has only been partially replicated. See Sec. VI.3 for a
discussion of the results. Kirschvktk (Nature 374,123, March, 1995) appeals
for researcher to have ve~ claan rooms to avoid adding megnetic particles
from the environment, thus nullifying their experlmenta.1

V.6. P. Valberg, ‘Designing EMF Experiments: What’a Required to
Characterize Exposure?,’ J. Bioelectromagnetics, 1995. “Anyone who haa
attempted to organize and synthesize tha resultaof research on biological
effects of electric and magnetic fields (EMF) has experienced frustration when
trying to evaluate the comparability of EMF exposures among separate
studies .... To this end, a numerical listing of t 8 separate parameters
Important to EMF exposure characterization IS proposed,.. (1) Intensity of
the magnetic field, (2) timing and duration of each EMF exposure, (3)
repetition of axpoaure periods, (4) Circadian Ilme of exposure, (5) fraquency
of field oscillation, (6) harmonic content, (7) Irrtermittency, (8) turn.on and
turn-off transients, (9) coherence in time, (10) circular and finear Polarization.
(11 ) reletlve orientation and magnitude of AC and DC magnetic fields, (12)
spatial homogeneky, (13) superimposed electric fields, (14) Earth’s magnetic
field, (15) incidental, unplanned EMF exposure, (16) geometry oi cell culture
system, (17) size, number and movement of exposed animals, (16) accesso~
non.EMF exposure.

V,7, Bona Healing from EMF (C. Polk. Advances in Electromagnetic Fields in
Living Systems, 1, t 29.153 (1994)): pulsed electromagnetic fields (pEMF)
typically ‘conaiat of 15 pulse bursts persecond. Each burst is 4.5 ms long and
contains 20 magnetic field pulses. In each pulse the magnetic field increasea
from O to approximately 2 mT [20 G] during 200 ms, decrease to O again
during 23 ms and ia equal to O for 2 ms before the next 225 ms sequence
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\
begins.” Also, see the Bloelectric Repsir and Growth Society, PO Box 64,
Dresher, PA 19025 for more details. [DH: Tha fast rise times enhance the .
dB/dt by about a million with respect to 10 mG ELFs, to some 50 V/~eter,
The healing properties are not agreed to by all,] ~

V.8. Melatorrkr from the Pineal Glsnd: EPRI, EMF Laboratory Studies,
Melatonln is a hormone produced by tha brain’s plrreal gland and released to

I

circulate In the bloodstream at levels that peak in nighttime darkriass and i
decline in daylight. Laboratory evidence suggest that melatonin can, under
some conditions, suppress the growth of hormonally sensitive cancers such as

I

thosa in mammary tumors .... some studias show that 60 Hz electric fields and I
AC or rapidly inverting DC magnetic fields suppress nighttime melatonirr
production Inrodants, but others hava failed to raproduce these findings.’
[DH: Some dispute this work.] ----- .,

I

V,9, Paramagnetic Resonances: C. Blackman, et al, Bloelectromagnetlcs 15
239.260 (1994): ‘Previous studies demonstrated that nerve growth factor
(NG~.stimulated neurite outgrowth (NO) In PC..12 cells can be inhibited by
exposure to magnetic fields as a function of either magnetic field flux density
or AC magnetic fiald frequency. The present work examines whether the PC.
12 cell response to magnetic fields is consistent with the quasiperiodic,
resonance. based predictions of the ion parametric resonance model (IPR)....
The first set of tests examined the NO responsa in cells exposad to 45 Hz

- . ------ . .. .

BAC from 77 to 468 mG(rms) at a BDC of 366 mG. Next wa examlnad an
off.resonance condition ualng 20 mG BDC with a 45 Hz AC field across a
range of BAC between 7.9 and 21 mG(rms). Finally, we changed the AC
frequency to 25 Hz, with a corresporrting change in BDC to 203 mG (to tune
for the same set of ions as in the first test) and BAC range from 78 to 18 t
mG(rms). In all cases the observed responses were consistent with
predictions of the IPR modal.’

Adafr (submitted to Bloelectromagnetlcs): ‘The data is far too consistent .... .
The extraordinary conalstency of the data cannot be attributed to chance.”

[DH: It is genarally agreed that the theoretical model is Incbrrect. The data “
are only partially replicated.1

V1. Theoretical Mechanisms

V1.1 Theory 1: C. Polk has calculated a variety of EMF situations: (IEEE
Transactions 34, 243.249, 1991, and in CRC Handbook of Biological Effects
of Electromagnetic Fields, Polk and Postow, eds.) The magnetic fields are
determined from the currents, and the E.fields from the voltage:
. . Faraday’s Law: E=wBr/2, J=sE. Using S1 units, with B in Tesla, E In

voks/m, 60 Hz, s=O.1 S/m, r=O.1 m. gives E=l 8.85 B and J=l.885 B. For a
1 mT field (10 mG), one gets E = 20 mV/m and J = 2 tim2.

.. E fields inside conducting madia at 60 Hz, s=O.5, not grounded

E(internal)/E(air) = weO/s = 4 x 10.8, (0.7 x 10-8, Bennett)
Thus, it is the undiminished B field that is the important term,

Polk (Ch, X in CRC Handbook of Biomedical Engineering, J Bronzio, ed. CRC
Press 1995): “Biological tissue and cells are obviously extremely complex
media, they are not only extremely Inhomogenaous and anisotropic, but also
not in thermodynamic equilibrium (unless dead), Thus the application of
physics laws to the explanation of field-tissua Interactions becomes a very
complex problam and the physicist and angineer must be careful nol to
provide “explanations., or 10 set limits on whrrt should be ‘possible” or
‘Impossible’, based on physical models that are very far from even an
approximate represantatlon of biological conditions.,.,.. The experimental
evidance exisling at the prasent time is however insuticient to decide
whether any of Ihe more promising physical models that are discussed In the
given references can provide an adequate explanation for any of the obsewed
biological effects .... Uniform linear motion of an object, such as that of a .
walking human, in a naarly uniform magne!ic field of about 50 mT will produce
an induced “Lorentz’ electric field proportional to the productof velocity and
flux density. However thert field cannot produce circulating electric currents ae
long aa the total magnetic flux.,, does not change. Only tumbling motion,...
could produce induced electric currents comparable in magnitude to those
induced by a 1 mT II O mGl 60 Hz field.’

VI,2 Theory 11: R. Adair has calculated varioua EM effects In Phys. Rev, A43,
1039.49 (1991 ), Physics and Sociely 19, 12.13 (1990) and Phys&Soc, 21, 8.
10 (1992). Some of his results are: Thermal fluctuations lead to local electric
Johnson-. Nyqulst “noise’ fields from charge oscillations with rms values of

E(rms)2 = 4rkTdDn/d3,

Where r Is the resistlvky = 2, Dn is frequency span of 10OHZ, d IS the cell
size 20 um. This gives E = 0.02 V/m, 3000 times larger than E from an
external field of 300 V/m. J. Weaver (Sc;ence 247, 459.462,1990) uses
Johnson.Nyquist to esllmate 0,1 V/m for broad band date~[ion.

Adaic timits on membrane ractlfication procasses lead to very ,small currants:
.Static magnetic fields smaller than the earth’s field of 50 mT and varying
fields weaker than 4.mT DO.HZ fields ara equivalent in etiact to that from
walking in the earth’s field, cannot be expected to generate significant
biological effects. Moreover, the interactions of such weak fields at the cell
level are also small compared to thermal noise. These conclusions woutd be
modified by 60-Hz cell resonances. But such resonances are shown to be
incompatible with cell characteristics and the requirement from equipartition
that the mean resonance energy must be kT. Hence. any biological effects of
ELF fields on the cellular level must be outside the scope of conventional
physics.’ For E fields from time.varying B fields, the Faraday’s law approach
[with 500 mGl gives E = 0.001 V/m. as compared to e noise field value of
0.02 V/m. Cyclotron Resanante isruled out for the example of calsium to

.
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.
refute Adey’s date, “... the orbit [1 ml of such s resonance must be larger thsn
the size of the cell by five orders of magnitude.* (1011 collisions/second, P.
Valberg)

T. Tenforda Mnn. Rev. Publ. Health.1 992:13, 173.96) disagrees by stating:
‘This theoretical treatment, however, neglects tha considerable signsl
amplification that can occur in large arrays ofelactricalty coupled cells in tissue.
It also fails to consider nonequillbrium phenomana, such as cooperative
transitions, through which extremely weak signalq could axert algnlficant
effects on cell membrane properties.’ W. Bennett (Heelth and Low Frequency
Electromagnetic Fialds, Yala Univ. Press. 1994) disagrees with Tanaforde on
degraa of signal amplification.

VI.3, Magnetite: Robert Adair (Proc. Nat. Acad, Sci. 91, 2925.29, 1994):
‘Previous calculations... are extanded to considar multipla signals, tha
poasibllity of anomalously farga magnetosome structures, and tha possibility
of anomalously small c~oplasm viscosities. Tha rasults indicata that the
anergias transmitted to the magnetite elements by fields lass than 5 mT (50
mG).,,. will ba much less than thermal noise energlea. Hence, the effacts of
such weak fields .... cannot be expected to affect biology, or therefore, the
health of populations.’

Polk (9ioelectromagnetics t 5, 261.270, 1994): ‘The numerical results
indicates that predictions of this model dapand strongly on the value selected
for viscosity of the cytoplasm.,,,.it seems premature to conclude .... ‘that 60
Hz magnetic fields weaker than 5 mT (50 mG) cannot genarata slgnifi~ant
biological effects al the cell level through action on magnetic alemants..”

Kirschvink (Phys. Rev. A 46, 2178-2184, t 9921 ‘A biologically plausible
model of the Interaction of single-domain magnetosomes with a mechanically
activeted transmembrane Ion channal shows that ELF fialds on the order of 0.1
to 1 mT [1.1 O G] are capable of perturbing the open. closad state by an energy
of kT. As up to several thousand structures could fit within a eukaryotic cell,
and the nolsa should go as tha square root of tha numbar of Independent .
channels, much small ELF sensitivities at the cellular level aie possible.’

Bennett (“Cancer and Power Lines,” Physics Today 47, April 1994, p, 23.29)
calculates the physical basis for a variety of EM situations and concludas that
‘tha dangers to human health from Iow-lavel ELF fields have been exaggerated .
beyond reason .....’ Sae exchange of Iatters, Pinys. Today 48, 13.15.71-73,
Janua~ 1995. Bennett (Phys, Today, p, 72, Jan, 1995) states ‘Any motion
induced by a 60 Hz.field at the cell Ieval will be strongly dampad by viscosity
effects. Faw things are expacted to have as large a collective magnetic
Interaction as a long chain of magnetic domains. For example, Joseph
Kirschvink estimated from his model of the problem that it would take more
then 1400 mG from 60.Hz field in the presence of cellular protoplasm to open
an ion channel with a magnetite particle havin~ a moment as Iarga as 2 x 10.15
A m2 (about 34 domains). Such fields are enormous compared with those
from power lines.”
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VI.4. Stochastic Resonanca (SR) has been shown 10 be relevant in some
electro.optics experiments, and it has been apphed in various theories of
chmate changa cycles and in biophysics problems. K. Wiesenfeld and F. Moss
(Nature 373, 33.36, Jan. 5, 1995) and B. MacNamara and Wieaenfeld (Phys.
Rav, A39, 4854.69, 1989) state: ‘But recent research has established that
noise can play a constructive role in the detection of weak periodic signals.
via a mechanism known as stochastic resonance, In essence, SR is a nonlinear
cooperative effect in which a weak periodic stimulus entrains large-scale
environmental fluctuations, with the result that the pariodic component is
greatly enhanced.’ These authors have measured SR.like responses of tray
fish mechanoreceptors hair cells that follow a SR-like cuwe. They conclude: “If
SR is relevant, Iha effect of weak, extremely low frequency electromagnetic
fields might be greatly amptifiad. Whether any such enhancement is large
enough to have significant biological ramification is at this state purely
spaculatlve.’

‘.,, Ihe prasence of random noise alone is sufficient to induce (irragular
switching) betwaen the wells. In the high.friction limit, the dynamics can be
modeled by the differential equation

dx/dt = -dU/dx t F(t) + A sl~(wt)

where U is the bara potential, A sln(wt) Is the signal. end F is the noise .....
Remarkably, thaorias for all three types of SR .. the blstable potential model,
the fire and reset excitable system model, and the simple threshold model ..
result In the same general formula (apart from some constant iactors of order
ona In both the prafsctor and the exponential) for the Signal to Noise Ratio
(SNR):

SNRout a (eDU/D)2 exp(.DU/D)

where e Is the Input signal strangth, D is the Input noise intensity and DU ia a
constant related to the barrier height or the threshold.”

.:.

Adalr points out that the SNR above Is the oulput SNR ratio, signal out over
noise out, Thus if one divides both sides of the aquation by SNRin, (a/D),
one obtains

SNRout/SNRin a (eDU2/D) exp(.DU/D),

Adair comments: ‘However, if the input signal is much smaller than the input
noise. the output signal.no.noise ratio will be even much smaller .... where an
electromagnetic fiald signal ia much smaller than Ihe thermal noise .... SNRin
<cl ....’ Adeir further points out in s comment on chaos that the flapping of
the butterfly In lrkusk might change the day it snowed in New York. but it
wouldn’t change the averaga climate.
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VI,5. F. Barnes (Bioclactromagnetfc Supplement 1, 67.85, 1992): ‘There have
been a number of hypotheses presented (4 ref.), but thus far, it has been
difficult to get definitive measurements that either confirm or reject these
Theories.... Additionally, three models by whfch a biological system may
extract weak signals from noise are presented, The first of these is the
injection-locking of oscillating processes where the signal to noise ratio may
be less than unity. The second is parametric amplification which allows the
external signal and the biological process to be at different frequencies and
where stability raqul~ements on the external pump frequency discriminates
against the noise. The third approach is to examine a computer model for a
neural network which can be tralnad 10 idenlify a 60 Hz field at signal.to.noise
ratios much less than one. The key to each of these models for possible
interactions of magnetic fields with biological systems is the Iong.term
coherence of the signal with respect to the noise.’

V1l. Prudent Avoidance and ELF Mitigation Costs,

V1l.1Prudent Avoidance: The vague concept of ‘Prudent Avoidance” has been used by
at least eleven utility commissions to promulgate regulations on ELF beca~lse the
science connection between EMF and cancer has not demonstrated. G. Morgan
d;fin;s (Public Utlhty Fortnightly, March 15, 1992 and FMF Fields from 60 HZ

ct .cal Power, Carnegie Mellon, 1989) ‘prudent avoidance’ as: “Prudence means
exercising sound judgement In practical matters. k means oeing cautions. sensibla.
not rash in conduct.’ Morgan further states that prudent avoidance “is to t~ to keap
people out of flalds when that can be done at modast cost -. but not to go cff the deep
end with expensive controls which may not be beneficial.” This seems reasonable. but
from there he moves towards the arbitrary spe.ldhrg without measurable benefits by
stating: “Utilities and utility regulators must consider both distribution systems and
transmission systems. Activities that may warrant consideration at the distribution
Iavel include: paying greater attention to population distributions ,around facilities:
incorporating more consideration of exposure management in maintenance and
facility upgrade policies..,, making selected usa of undergrounding.., ”

[DH: Thus, prudent avoidance opens the pohtical path for the utilities and other
bodies to spend money wltho~t a scientific basis for concern. This seems all the
more irrational since there is no convergence on the epidemiology data on what to
fear. and there is no consensus on whether the concern is (1) the intensity of the
fields, (2) the frequency windows which migh cause resonance, or (3) the rate of
change of the fields (Faraday’s law). In our free society. this open-ended. unbounded
approach to risk mitigation allows a fearful ~~btic to use the threat of litigation to
remove the “phantom effect.’ As long as the rate payers and others will cover the
costs, Ihe utitities and others have little incentive to take on fiti9ation in t~s area.]

[DH: Morgan’s approach appea:s to be driven by Ms statement that ‘ther~ is some
significant chanca that fields pose a modest pub~c health risk. and not much chance
that the risk to any one of us will be very big.’ In my analysis of Morgan’s work. he
seems to have placed great retiance on well known tiscredted work, stating in 1992
tnat .a series of epidemiological studies, includng s:udes of c~ldhood leukemia by
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Nancy Weflheimer and Ed Leeper.., have provided a growing basis for concern.. [n
addition, Morgan has failed to examine the risk factors by type of cancer, an
approach which shows glaring inconsistencies. Lastly. his writings should be updated
to take into account the new work of Savitz and others. Philosophically, Morgan
alludes to Thomas Kuhn’s Structure of Scientific Revolutions. stating that ‘paradigm
shifts’ are affecting ‘scientific thinking about biological effects from electdc and
magnetic fields.” It is premature to talk of paradigm shifts when the preponderance of
the data base does not converge on a cancer pathway or on the degree of risk.
Morgan’a is concerned that public perceptions may drive regulations rather than
scientific fact, but yet I conclJde that it hla own papers which have pushed the ELF-
r;sk process away from science and towards irrationality. I agree with the critics of
‘prudent avoidance” who have call it ‘the abandonment of science, the triumph of fear
of the unknown over reason+’ and ‘being so vague as to be useless.” In the real world
of the courts, the pubhc utility commissions, and the city councils, this approach
makes for regulation by fear and without substance. Prudent avoidance is a delight for
plaintiff lawyers since it is essentially a conclusion that the danger is probable.]

VII.2 Utility Regulations (GAO Report on EMF. GAO/RCED-94-li5): ‘Regulators in at
least 11 states that we contacted have adopted practices for mitigating exposure to
EMFs .... Some commercial ulillties have also adop!ed prudent avoidance or other ‘low
cost/no cost’ policies to address the public’s concerns about EMFs. Such poticies are
not based on scientific knowledge about health effects of exposure to EMFs.*

VII.3, lRPA/lNIRC: The public standards for ELF are driven by the fact that ‘Twenty of
these [pacemaker] units reverted to an asynchronous mode or exhibited abnormal
pacing characteristic In 60.Hz fields with amplitudes ranging from 0.1 to 0.4 mT [1.
4 G],’ (T. Teneforde. Ann. Rev, Publ. Health 13, 173.196, (1992)). The International
Non-Ionizing Radiation Committee of tha International Radiation Protection
Association devaloped the fotlowlng Interim guidelines in 1990 for ELF fields which
are much higher than the fields from power lines:

Occupational: “Continuous occupational exposure during the working day should be
Iimitad to rms magnetic flux densltlas not greater than 0.5 mT (5 G). Short term
occupational whole.body exposure for up to 2 h per workday should not exceed a
magnetic flux of 5 mT (50 G). When restricted to the fimbi: exposures up to 25 mT
(250 G) can be permitted.”

General Public: “Members of the general public should not be exposed on a continuous
basis to unperturbed rms magnetic flux densities exceeding 0.1 mT (1 G). This
restriction applies to areas in which members of the general pubfic might re&sonable
be expected to spend a substation part of the day, Exposure to magnetic flux
densities between 0.1 and 1.0 mT (rms. 1.10 G) should be fimited to a few hours per
day. Whan necessary, exposures to magnetic flux densities in excess of 1 mT (1O G)
should be hmlted to a few minutes per day..

VII.4. ELF Mitigation Costs from H. Ftorig, co author of prudent avoidance concept
(’Containing the Costs of the EMF Problem,. Science 257, 468.9, 488, 49G, 492
(1992): -
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“

.,. it seems likely that the total economic cost of the [ELF millgationl activities i
described above now exceed $1 billion annually, with the promise of grow;ng coats in
the years to come..., If we were to value the reduction of a unit of EMF risk at
comparable levels, the most that we could justify spending on EMF mitigation would
be something in the neighborhood of $10 biltion per year .... Given that the ulilitiea ‘
nationwide invest about $13 billion annually in transmission and distribution
construction, the cost of these exposurereduction practices could well exceed $1
bllffon per year If widely adopted.’

‘Recent exomplea include a town that moved several blocks of distribution Iinea
underground at a cost of $20,003 per exposed person: a utifity that rerouted an
existing line around a school at a cost of S8.6 miltion: a new office complex that
incorporated EMF exposure In IIS dealgn at a coat of 900.200 per worker: and a
number of firms that have installed ferrous shielding on office walls and floars to
reduce magnetic field exposures form nearby power handling equipment at costs ~
ranging up to S400 per square meter of office space, ”

D. A Bromley, President Bush’s Science Advisor, comments on in his book,
(The President’s Sclen ~ Yale University Press, 1994) on a ELF study done
in the Office of Science and Technology Policy: ‘It is safe, however, to
conclude that the EMF risk issue will continue to be contentious and of
Immense potential economic importance: the current best estimate is that
prior to 1993 it haa coat the American public more than $23 billion :2
respond to public worrlea about EMF .- particularly in connection with the
placement of high.voltage power lines.’

W. Horton and S. Goldbarg, (power Freouenc
w CRC Press, 1995) describes the manyv;itigation me;aure~ a;a~l)ble.

daonetic Fte ds a d Ih”c

Extra costs of about 10% are allocated for such measures.

VII.5. GAO ELF Mitigation Costs (Electromagnetic Fields, GAO/RCED.94-
115):

.. S90,000/mile for delta design above-ground wiring (45% ELF reduction)

.. $2 milfion/mile, burying line In fluid-filled steel pipe (99%. ELF reduction)

. . S1 billion for new transmission lines right.away (<0.01 mT, 0.1G)

.- $3,9 billion for grounding for new grounding systems

.. S200 billion, burying trans. lines nationwide. avg. cO. 1mT= 1G

.. $250 billion to reduce avg. exposures from all lines to cO.2mT=2G, from
horizontal phaae to delta configuration and other means.

VII.6, EMF Litigation: ~MF Timetin~ is a chronology of legal and politlcal EMF
battles, such as “San Diego utility SDG8E cancels power plant upgrade and
compromises on 69.kV line (May 5, 1994). Recently a law suit was filed
against Houston Light and Power and EPRI on behalf of eleven families with
children suffering from czncer. The suit chargss both the power company and
EPRI with ‘fraudulent concealment of the carcinogenic nature of the fields that
secretly and silently invaded their homes.’ In San Luis Oblspo, Californiti, the
cily planners heve used ELF criteria to resite a building.
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EMF Heath Report (Vol. 1, 1993, http/Anfoventurea. microsewe.tom): The
utilities ‘are taking costly preventive measurements to avoid law sulta, mindful
of the mass tort assaults against asbestos manufactures. For exampfe one
utility, Hawaiian Electric Industries, Inc., spent nearly $5 million to rerou!e and
reconfigure power lines,.,. At Montague Elementa~ School in Santa Clara,
CA, 13 of the schools’ 15 teachera have formally requested to be transferred
because of the school’s close proximity to power lines. In addition, 4
classrooms, a day care center, and a part of the playground located near
power Iinea have been closed by the Mill Valley School District.’

IEEE Spectrum (December 1994): ‘The World Bank .... is now considered to
be a model in thla aree. The policy of prudent avoidance added about
S5000000 to Its constmction costs... the California Public Utility Commission
requfred utilities to reduce the existence of EMF..., defined aa 4 percant of
the total cost of the budgeted project.’ Also, see E. Ge~uoy, Jurimetrics 35.
55.75,1994.

IDH: Litigetlon for ELF could be substantial, hut probably not as large as the
hundreds of thousanda of asbestoa claims that have been filed, The effects will
probably be more subtle than direct Iltiga(inn in that the public utiflty
commissions, environmental impact statements, companies, city councils, and
school districts will respond to the pressure to mitigate and to avoid
litigation.]
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Siem Pacific Applicantra w.” .0,! ..,,,
Alc<ll,lg11,,.{,,11,!,. 1,(11,<,lcl~r Comment Set 2
-—- .. ...___________________________ ------------
6100~cdN,u,I.V(Ih,<IOIW, R<I,”, Ncv~da 893200{M ●701689,4011

June 2, 1995

Julie Halligan,CaliforniaPublicUtilitiesCommission
PeterHumm,U.S.BureauofLandManagement
0/0 Aspen Environmental Group
30423 Canwood Street, Suite218
Agoura Hills, CA 91301

RE Wturas Transmission Line Projeot

Dear Ms. Hdllgan and Mr.I+umm:

We respectfullysubmit these additional comments to the Visurd
ResourceSectionofour technicalcommentson the EIR/S sent June 1, 1995.

Sierra PaclffcPowerCompany(SierraPacific)feltcompelledto undertake-
its ownphotosimulationsofKOP3;KOP4and KOP9.Thesephotosimulations
weredonein an effortto vcrlfywhatwepcrccjvedas a misrepresentationofthe
visualimpactsin the DraftElR/S.

The followingprocess was used to develop the cncloscd photo
simulations:

a.

b.

c.

d.

14eIhrmballoons,at heightsequalto the structure hejght,wereplacedon
centerlineat preliminarystructurelocations.

Colorphotosweretaken,as closeas possible,at the samekeyobservation
pojntsused in the DraftElR/S.

EnvisionDesignof Renoscanned the photos into a computerreadable
formatusinga Microtekscmner.

Photosof existingtowersimilarto thoseproposedfor the Alturasproject
wereafsoscannedintothecomputer.

!

e. Using the AdobePhotoshopcomputer program,the tower Imagewas
scaledwithinthe photographto match the locationand height indicated
bythe balloons,

I o#l
f. The resultingphoto simulationsare surveyscaic accurate for location,

J

—

heightand structuredlmcnsion.

Yourconsiderationofour concerns,and incorporationof the changesin
the FinrdElR/S, are very importantto SierraPacific,Thanlcyou foryour time
and considerationofthesecomments.

sPY:fj

Attachments

Sincerely,

StephenP. @unkin
ProjectManager,R/W&Permitting
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